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PREFACE 


MANY of my religious acquaintances, when. con- 
rerſing with me on the ſubject of baptiſm, have ex- 
preſſed: a doubt of. the divine authority for admini- 
ſtring that inſtitution. to infants ;. ſo- that if they con- 
tinue the practice it is. only becauſe, in a dubious, 
caſe, they. reckon. it beſt to err on the ſafe fide. My 
own mind, too, had long. conſidered this ſubject as 
a matter of doubtfut diſputation. Suſpenſe, always. 
accompanied with anxiety, is. a diſagreeable ſtate of 
mind in every caſe ;. but it is particularly ſo, when 
its object is of a religious kind. Faith in the divine 
appointment- of an. inſtitution. can alone. render the. 
obſervation of it a. part of religious ſervice ; fince 
4+ whatſoever. is not of faith is fin,” Suſpenſe in a 
matter of this kind, then, muſt not only fill the mind 
with anxiety, but mar that ſatisfaction of heart, which 
reſults from a conſciouſneſs of obeying Jeſus, by ob- 
ſerving the things which he commands. This con- 
ſideration induced. me to examine the ſcriptures re- 
lating to this point. with attention, relying on the 
promiſe “ If any man incline to do his. will, he ſhall 
know the doctrine, whether it be of God.” The 
reſult of theſe inquiries is now offered to the view, of 
the public ; and i᷑ it.ſhall tend to illuftrate the trutb, 
| xk = 
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or eſtabliſh the mind of the Chriſtian in a matter of 
ſo great importance, the Publication. will not be in 
Vain. 

Of late years the Baptiſts have publiſhed again and 
again in ſupport of their argument, and now ſeem to 
| boaft as if their cauſe had obtained a decided victory, 
while the filence of their opponents ſeems to admit 
the claim. Comparing their arguments, however, 
with ſcripture, I began to ſuſpect them more plaufi- 
ble than ſolid, This determined me to publiſh my 
views of that fubject: yet not- chuſing to enter the 
feld as a diſputant, IT have arranged my ideas in the 


form of a Diſſertation; in a doctrinal rather than a 


controverſial manner, only making fome animad ver- 
Hons on the opinions of the Quakers and Baptiſts as 
they occurred, and ſeemed to croſs my ſentiments. 
This work, then, is not intended as a direct anſwer 
to any particular writer. I indeed have taken a va- 
riety of quotations from Mr M*Lean's writings; but 
it is only becauſe I confider his works as containing 
all that has been ſaid on his fide of the queſtion, and 
that with perſpicuity and elegance. The pamphlet 
I refer to is entitled A Defence of Believer Bap- 
tiſm,”” publiſhed in anfwer to an anonymous author 
at. Glaſgow : and my reader is deſired to obſerve, 
that to avoid too frequent references to the particu- 
lar pages of that work, the whole that I have quoted 
from it on the mode of Baptiſm is toꝰ be found be- 
twixt p. 55 and 65 of the foreſaid performance. 
The more I attend to this Gentleman's writings, 


the more I am perſuaded that his miſconceptions on 
the 


PREFACE. it 


the head of Baptiſm originate in falſe ideas of ſome 
very leading points of revealed truth. He ſeems to 
be much miſtaken in his notions concerning the dif- 
ference between the churches of the old and new te- 
ſtaments, the two covenants and the two ſeeds of A- 
braham; as alſo concerning both circumciſion and 
baptiſm. To detect his miſtake in articles of ſo great 
importance I have committed to writing a conſider- 
able number of thoughts, which I intend ſoon to pu- 
bliſh, provided the followiag diſſertation ſhall meet. 
the approbation of the public. 

The plan of this diſſertation at leaſt is neev + and 
as the force. of evidence reſulting from an argument 
depends mnch on a proper arrangement of its parts, 
I have endeavoured to collect the rays of evidence in- 
to one common point, ſo as to produce the moſt for- 
cible impreſſion on the mind. How far I have ſuc- 
ceeded muſt be left to the public determination. 

With reſpe& to my thoughts on the eating of blood, 
I ſhall only ſay, that two motives have determined 
their publication---a deep conviction of the import- 
ance of the ſubject, to men in general and to chriſti- 
ans in particular; and a deſire to recall the public at- 
tention to a point too generally reckoned of trifling 
import, though meriting a more ſerious diſcuſſion, 
Poſſeſſed of this idea, the writer has inveſtigated the 
ſubject at a conſiderable length; and he only begs to 
be read with attention, and judged with impartiality. 


NEwBURGH, July 21, 1786. 
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On Barrisu in general. 


HE zoplication of water to the body for 

the purpoſe of health and cleanlineſs, is, 

a practice founded in nature, and has been in 
uſe among men from the beginning. We find 
alſo infinite, wiſdom, from the carlieſt , pexiody 
has choſen water, and its application to che boy 
dy as ſymbols of, the divine, ſpirit,, and the. ap- 
plication of his influences to the. mind, for the 
purpoſes of ſpirityal health and, ꝓurity. Not 
{ymbol has a more ,obvious, eden, in Bae 
©, 18.5 9 a oe 


This dens uſe of vater is the thing thay 3 
is principally called Baptiſm. That water vg$ 
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the ſymbol of the ſpiru is evident from ſerip- 


ture. To pour water on men and to pour the 
ſpirit on them are every where ſynonimous ex- 
preſſions. When Jeſus ſpoke of the ſpirit he 
called him “ living water,” 80 early as the 
days of Jacob, water was applied to the body as 
a figure of that purity of mind, which is ne- 
ceſſary in the ſervice of God. Thus when Ja- 
cob was about to go up to Bethel to erect an 
altar to Jehovah, he * ſaid to his houſehold, 
„Be clean, and change your garments; and let 
„us ariſe and go up to Bethel.“ Gen. xxxv. 
1, 2, 3. This was nothing new: it was but a 
ſpecimen of the practice of the church from the 
entrance of fin, The ſame myſtical uſe of wa- 
fer has been continued in all the diſpenſations 
of religion. Not only the Jews, but the hea- 
thens, in all their various forms of religion, 
carefully obſerved their luſtrations and purifi- 
cations, when approaching their God. The 
Hver ſtood near the altar in the houſe of Je- 
hovah, and at the entrance to the holy place: 
and even in Britain our Druids, the heathen 
prieſts of antiquity, ſo exactly retained the an- 
cient inſtitution, that we no where find one of 
their altars for ſacrifice, but we find at the ſame 

I : time 
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time a fountain or rivulet of water in its neigh- 
bourhood. So early and fo univerſal was this 
religious uſe of water; and ſo exactly can an 
external ceremony of religion be maintained, 
while the ſpiritual intention of it is almoſt en- 
tirely loſt. 4 

Jo the water, religion has added the applica- 
tion of oil and blood. The oil, which was uſed 
in this religious application to the body, wes 
called holy oil. The blood was always that ot 
a ſacrifice, all of which were dedicated to Gol 
and thus were conſidered holy. Theſe were 
applied to the bodies of all, who were initiate} 
into the ſervice of God. Kings and prophets 
were anointed with the holy oil. No prieſt 
could draw nigh to miniſter in the tabernacle 
of Jehovah, until he was firſt waſhen in water, 
» I anointed with oil and had blood put upon him, 
even the blood of conſecration. Lev. viii. 
6, 12, 23, 24. In the ſame chapter we are 
told, that Moſes fprickled the altar and all 
his veſſels both with blood and oil, in con- 
ſecrating them to the divine ſervice. The ta- 
bernacle was ſanctified in the ſame manner, ver. 
10. In ſnort,. © almoſt all things are by the 
law purged with blood ;” nor was the appli- 

A 2 cation 


4 Diſſertutian on Baphjm. 

cation of oil leſs extenſive. © Moſes took the 
e anointing oil, and anointed the tabernacle and 
all therein, and ſanctified them.” 
+ Theſe three materials uſed in Baptiſms, or 
religious initiations into the ſervice of Jehovah, 
were all ſymbolical of the ſeveral Influences of 
the Holy Spirit. The water expreſſed that 
purity of heurt the ſpirit confers ;. the oil by its 
foftning and lenient effects, was caleulated to 
repreſent love, mercy, peace and joy—all the 
fruits of the ſpirit. Blood was the ſymbol of 
pardon and forgiveneſs, as it was always ſhed 
for the remiffion of fin. 

John ſays There are three that bear wit- 
neſs on earth, the ſpirit, the water and the 
blood.” 1. Ep. v. 8. The ſpirit is the ſame as 
the oil, with which, he ſays, all Chriſtians are 
anointed 3 chap. ii. 20, 27, © Ye have an a- 
% nointing from the holy one—the anointing 
* which ye have received of him abides in 
} you.” This ſame anointing, he adds, is a 
true witneſs; is truth and is no lie.” Con- 
ſequently the oil in theſe verſes is the fame as 
abe ſpirit in the 8th verſe of the fifth chapter: 
and thus John's three witneſſes will be found 
40 have been always on earth; connectad with 
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a profeſſion of faith in the divine record, and 
atteſting this great truth, "That God has gi- 
« ven to us eternal liſe and this life is in the 


« Son,” whoſe atoning and vital influences 


have been always. vicbly, expreſſed by theſe wits 


neſles. . 

We have ſeen how they did bear witneſs, 
during the patriarchal and moſaic d:ipeniztions, 
As acceſs to God, pardon, purity and I!:e could 
only be obtained by. theſe three; theſe !?olemnly 
atteſted. this truth, that ail the bleilings men- 
tio ned could be only obtained through the Son, 
whoſe: types they were. S0 clearly did they 
atteſt the truth of the record of God, that he 
has given us eternal life in his Son. The ſame 
three bore witneſs tothe Son, when he taber- 
nacled among vs in perſon. Before he entered 
upon his public miniſtry, he was baptized with 
water in Jordan ;. immediately; after which he 
was anointed: with the. Holy Spirit: above mea- 
ſure. With the holy. oil the. Father: anointed 
him to be king over Zion. - Aker all he had 
{till another baptiſm to be baptized with, even 
that with his own blood, before he could enter 
into the baly place, there to appear in the pre- 
ſence. of God for vs. Thus water, oil, and 
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blood gave teſtimony concerning the Son of 
God while on earth. After he aſcended, the 
ſame three continued to bear teſtimony to the 
truth. of the Goſpel. The water in Baptiſm, 
the anointing abiding in the Chriſtian, and the 
cup of the blood of the New Teſtament, con- 
tinue ſtill in the church of Chriſt Jeſus. Two 
of theſe, the water and the blood, are viſible to 
the eye of the body; the other, the anointing 
or holy oil, is viſible too in its effects on the life 
of the Chriſtian, The very word Chriſtian ſig- 
niſies the anointed. In the days of the Apoſ- 
tles, oil was literally applied for religions pur- 
poſes. Not only the Apoſtles themſelves © a- 
% nointed with oil many that were fick, and 
* healed them,“ (Mark vi. 13.) but James ſays, 
1 Is any fick among you? let bim call for the 
4% e&!ders of the church; and let them pray o- 
tes ver him, anointing him with oil in the name 
% of the Lord :” not that he may die, as the 
papiſts conceive; but that the fick may be raiſed 
up, and his fins may be forgiven him. James 
'V. 15, 16. | 
Thus Baptiſm in general confiſted in a reli- 
pious application of a fluid to the body, as a 
ſole nin initiation into the ſervice of God. We 
4 1 have 
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have ſeen what fluids were employed in this 


ceremony, let us now attend to., 


S ECF3 16 
The Max AER of their. APPLICATION. 


Water, oil and blood, though all applied to 


5 


the body for religious purpoſes, yet have been 


applied in very various modes. Perions and 
things are faid ſometimes to have been waſhen 
with water; which includes both :7mer/ion or 
dipping and. rinfang, face one may be waſhen 
in either of theſe ways. Sometimes they bathed 
their fleſh in water; which might be done two 
ways z either by applying water to the body as 
in fomentation, or by putting the body among 
the water. At other times we read of forix: 
Hing with water. 

In the law of Moſes we no * read of he 
rites of initiation being performed by immerſion, 
When Moſes brought Aaron. and his ſons to 
the door of the tabernacle, to ſanctiſy them, 
that they might miniſter to the Lord in the 
prieſt's office, he waſhed them with water but 
it is not ſaid whether by immerſion or rinſing, 


R is moſt probable, that the laſt mode was uſed 
on 


* 
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In this occalion, as the bodies cf Aaron and 
I ſons could not be kept ſo long under water, 
as was necelary to waſh or cleanſe them. Sim- 
ple dipping is rot walking at all. A thing may 
be waſhen without dipping, it, but dipping wi- 


thout rinſing can waſh nothing. 


With reſpect to the oil and blood, they alſo 


were variouily applied. We bave ſpecimens of 
all theſe different modes of application in the 
ch chapter of Leviticus. The altar was anoint- 


ed by /prin«/ing ; but Aaron and. is ſons by 
pouring out the vil on their heads, ver. 11, 12. 


The blood was applied by ſprinting, as in ver: 


19. or by putting it with the finger upon the: 
part to be ſonctified, as in ver. 15, 23, 24. In 


this laſt manner, the oil-was alſo ſometimes ap- 

plied, as in cleanſing the leper, Lev: xiv. 78; 
It may. be obſerved, that theſe religious ap- 
plications of a fluid under the law, were intend- 
ed, either as a fign of initiation imo the fellow» 
ſhip of the church with her God, or into ſome 
facred office in her; or, laſtiy, of a reſtoration 
or re- admiſſion into her ſeliowſhip. The clean- 
ling of the leper is an inſtance of the laſt of 
theſe, as in Lev. 13 and 14 chapters: The le- 
per had been a member of the church ſormer- 
ly, 
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U but was caſt out becauſe. of this uncleaneſs: 


and before he can be re- admitted to ber felloꝝ · 
hip, he muſt be ſanctified or cleanſed by wa- 
ter, oil and blood, applied in all, the different 
modes uſed in the en hart ut 
the prieſts. I Fe 


All theſe modes of Leda. to- the 


body are called by Paul Baptiſm, Heb. ix. 30. 
I is well known'that.the. word rendered ab- 
ings in that verſe” is in the Greek, Baptiſins 
the ſame as purifications. He is here giving a 
ſummary of the ritual fervices, in which. the 
application of fluids to the body is one of the 
moſt conſiderable, ' Ang that all che varigus 
purilications preſcribed ty the law are included 
in this, muſt be evident to every man of diſ- 
cernment. If it means only immerſion, then 
he Apoſtle leaves out of his account by far the 
greater number of modes of purification prey 
ſcribed by the law; which is very unlke his u- 
ſual accuracy. But the context determines the 
point beyond a rational doubt; as he proceeds 
immediately to give inſtances of theſe Baptiſm 

—* If the blood of bulls and goats, and the 
b athes of an heifer, priulliug the unclean, ſanc- 
* tifiech to the purifying 0 the fle lh. Moſes, 
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„with water, ſcarlet-wool and byſop, ſprinkled 

«doth the book and all the people.“ 
How properly are theſe called * divers Bap- 
« tiſms P' different materials or liquids were em- 
ployed in them, as we have alreedy ſeen ; di- 
verſe inſtruments were uſed, as the hand, woo}, 
hyſop; and all, were applied in very various 
manners as is alſo ſhewen. Pe 
That fprinkling is to be claſſed among theſe 
diverſe Baptiſms is certain. The prieſt of the 
law conld not enter the Holy place, till the ſacri- 
fice was ſlain, and its blood ſprinkled upon him- 
ſelf and his garments, to ſanctifie himſelf and 
his garments with him, Lev. viii. 30. This 
was fulfilled in; Jefus Chriſt, as Paul aſſures us, 
who could not enter heaven, till he entered in 
his own blood. He is our Prieſt and ſacrifice. 
Sprinkled with his own blood he had a right 
to enter heaven, and to ſanctiiy the people, or 
to apply to them the blood of ſprinkling that 
they might be made prieſts to God; as Aaron's 
ſons were ſanctiſied at the ſame time with him- 
ſelf by the ſame blood of ſprinkling. Speaking 
of this act as performed in himſelf, he expreſs- 
ly calls it Baptiſm. Luke xii. 50. I have a 
„ Baptiſm to be Baptized with, and how am ! 
« ſtraitened 
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ci ſtraitened tili it be accompliſhed,” To un- 
derſtand this clearly we muſt obſerve, that 2s 
Aaron was firit baptized with water, then with 
oil, and finally with blood, after which he was 
fully confecrated z fo Jeſus was firſt baptized 
with water, then with the ſpirit, the Holy oil; 
and now, ſays he, L am anxious to have my tit 
baptiſm performed, which muſt be by my own 
blood. He was only made fert by ſufferings. 
This finiſhed his conſecration. 

To tell us, that this is only a figure, to re- 
preſent the greatneſs of his ſufferings, even as 
they are ſet forth in Old Teſtament metaphors, 
by his ſinking in deep mire, and coming into 
deep waters, where the floods overflow him, — 
is to interpret ſcripture inconſiſtently. 

Every body knows, that finking in deep wa- 
ters, and coming into overflowing floods, mean 
great afflictions; but where ſhall we find Bap- 
tiſm uſed in any ſuch ſenſe.? Even where it is 
uſed metaphorically, it always ſignifies initiation, 
as this is its obvious deſign, but never ſuffering 
of any kind, much leſs the greatneſs of ſuffer- 
ing.“ Our Lord's Baptiſm with blood was in- 
| deed 
I I Know it will be objected that ſufferings are called Bap- 


n, when our Lord fays to the ſons of Zebed:e.—" Ye 
| | | a hail 
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deed connected with ſuffering; in the fam®# 
mypner as the Baptiſm of the high-prieſt was 
eonnetted with the ſufferings of the ſacriſical 
ram. But the ſufferings of the ram of con- 
ſecration were not Baptiſm; but the ſprinkling 
| of 


& ſhall drink of my cup, and be baptized with the bap- 
« tiſm that J am baptized with.” Matt. xx. 23. to un- 
derſtand theſe words we muſt obſerve that they are an 
anſw er to a petition preſented by theſe two diſciples, de- 
firing admiſſion. to the dignified office of chief miniſters 


in their maſter's kingdom. To this requeſt our Lord re- 


plies by pointing out the iniiratory ſervices, which muſt be 
ſubmitted to by candidates for ſo high an office——Ere 
you can enter to, ſo high offices,in my kingdom yoꝗ 
muſt drink of my cup, and be baptized with my baptiſmg 


or paſs through the ĩntroductory ſufferings. Baptiſm, then | 


in this pzſage, till denotes initiation to a ſociety or office. 
It is connected with. ſufferings, indeed, but the ſufferings 
are called Baptiſm, not with reſpect to their nature, but with 
regard to their defign. „ Ought not Chriſt to have ſuffered 
« theſe things, "and to_enter into his glory.“ The idea of 
Baptiſm and the idea of fuffering are totally diſtinc. 

It may be added, that in this paſſage there is no re- 


terence to plunging at. all, but to the mode of initiating a 


prophet, prick or king into his: oſſice according do the law; 
which was never performed by immerſion but by, anointing. 


It particularly refers to the laft Baptiſm of the prieſt, when 


he was /printlcd with the blood of the ram of conſecration, 
which perfected his initiators: ſervice.” A gay cave ellen 
his * the Taptiſts nothiag -. 4 
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of his blood on the prieſt was ſo. In like man- 
ner, the ſprinkling of the blaod of Feſus, 
conſequence of his fufferings, and the finiſſi ag 
part of his confecration, was his baptiſm, which 
he was pained ta have accompliſhed, knowing 
what he muſt ſuffer in his way to it. 

It may be added, that Paul expreſſes the 
Baptiſm of Chriſtians by ſpnintling and waſhing, 
Heb. x. 22. Having your hearts ſprinkled 
« from an evil conſctence,” by:the inward: bap- 
tiſm of his holy ſpirit, . and your bodies waſhed 
te with pure water in the external. inſtitution. 
of baptiſm. Moreover, as the oil was poured 
upon the heads of the initiated under the law, 
ſo the Holy Ghoſt is ſaid to be poured out on 
the Chriſtians: And what is called pouring out: 
in Acts x. 45. is expreſsly called Baptixing in 
Acts xi. 16. So evident is it that ſprinkling, 
waſhing, pouring upon, e | 
. r 8 5.5 

The "Ward bur rien. 


That Snares: is the: primary iden of the 


Greek ward. Bastia or Bapti/mes. feems:to be 
IB: B A 
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a miſtake.' This word is originally derived from 
bapto, the leading idea of which in all Greek 
writers is dyeing, giving a new tiucture or colour 
to any thing. In its derivatives, it denotes 
dyers, the art of dyeing, dye-houſes. Now as 
the art of dyeing is generally practiſed by im-. 
e, Werſion or dipping, hence the word came to 
Fin Me Wa alſo dipping or plunging. a 
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G inc 77 Keeping this in view, we may eaſily get at 
t A. * . 

| 2 the reaſon why the Scripture inſtitutions for 
5 Pat 4 initiation into the church or her offices were 
„„ called Baptiſm; and particularly why the initi- 


41. 1/4. 1.5 ating ordinance of Chriſtianity is ſo called. By 


ﬀ * 89 „* * P . x 
* ++ * initiation into a ſociety or office we take on a 
- a f : 8 

4 — A, 31 . . 
/ eee ne tincture or dye, or a new character, and 
c a | 


=. even a new name. It was ſo in the Old Teſta- 
oa ment: it is particularly ſo in the New. Now 
| as this is the defign and meaning of Chriſtian 
g Baptiſm; as it is intended to expreſs our put- 
| ting on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the new man, a 
new character indeed, no word could be found 
more proper for exprefling this idea. Beſides, 


as Baptiſm in Greek ſignifies alſo immerſion or 
dipping, which is the moſt full and perfect ap- 


plication of water or any liquid to the body, or fi 
thing dipped, when an ordinance conſiſts in an 
application 
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application of a fluid to the body, it was obvi- 
ouſly proper to call it by a name, which denotes 
the moſt perfect act of the kind. Yet to infer 
from this, that no mode of applying a liquid to 
the body, ſave dipping alone, can be called Bap- 
tiſm, is not fair ſince we have the cleareſt evi- 
dence to the contrary. 'The motion of a ſhip 
or boat on the water is called in our language 
failing, which in its moſt proper fenfe denotes 
motion by means of a fail. Yet it is well known 
that a boat can be moved on the water by oars 
or even by the current, without a fail at al}. 
How abſurd then would it be to argue that none 
of theſe laſt mentioned modes of paſſing by wa- 
ter are included in the idea of failing ; becauſe 
failing in a ſtrict ſenſe ſignifies paſſing by water 
by means of a ſail? Yet this is no more abſurd 
than the argument of the Baptiſts, That men 
can no more be baptized by ſprint/ing or pour- 
ing, than they can eat the Lord's Supper by 
fceing or ſmelling ; becauſe, forſooth, . N 
principally means dipping. 

This idea may be illuſtrated a little further. 
A phyſician directs his patient to take a fail on 
the water daily. A man of plain ſenſe, on 
reading this direction, would inſtantly conclude, 

B 2 that 
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that if the patient was conveyed by water, whe. 
ther by the current, wind, oar or fail, the doc- 
ter's intention was fulfilled. No; ſays a cri- 
tic, the word failing in the Engliſh language, 
In its moſt obvious fignification, denotes mo- 
tion by a ſail. A man can no more be ſaid to 
fail with an oar, than to fly with a ſtaff. Had 
the doctor intended motion on water by an oar, 
he would have uſed the word rowing ;. the pro- 
per Engliſh word for expreſling that idea.— 
Thus the plaineſt direction in the world, by the 
dint of criticiſm, could be rendered fo intricate, 
that no man of plain underſtanding could poſ- 
ſibly unravel it. The patient may die, ere the 
diſpute be determined. 

The truth is, Daptiſm is not ſo called from 
its mode of application, but from its deſign or 
intention, to point out our being waſhen from 
in, and putting on a new tincture or charac- 
ter. It ſays, in other words, be clean, and change 
- your garments; and rife and go up to Bethel 
the houſe of God. It may be further obſerv- 
ed, that, 

As Baptiſm is a ſign of admiſſion it into a BY 
it is uſed in ſcripture to denote initiation in ge- 
neral, in whatever manner the fluid be apply 

| ed; 
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ed; yea, when there is no application of a flu- 
id at all. Thus Iſrael are ſaid to have been 
Baptized, i. e. initiated into the ſyſtem of Mo- 
ſes, in the cloud and in the ſea. The cloud 
and water were both employed in this ſervice; 
yet neither of them were in immediate contact 


with the bodies of the Iſraelites. 


SECT. Iv. 
The Feawiſh BAPTISMS. 


We have already ſeen, that all who were ad- 
mitted into ſacred offices in the Moſaic taber- 
nacle, were initiated to theſe offices by a three- 
fold Baptiſm by water, blood and oil; and that 
theſe liquics were applied in various manners. 
It remains now to be obſerved, that all Iſrael 


were admitted into the Church of God by di- 


rers Baptiſms. 80 Paul tells us „ they were 
« ail Baptized into Moſes in the cloud and in 


© the ſea.” The cloud:is called a pillar of fire; 


conſequently fire and water, the one above, the 
other on every ſide, were both employed in this 
ſervice. Still, howbeit, there was ſomething 
wanting to perfect the initiatory ſervice. Be- 
fore they could enter the tabernacle, or per- 

B 3 form 
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form any part of its worſhip, they muſt be ſprink» 
led with the blooq of a ſacrifice. Accordingly we 
are told, that on tne day, in which God avouch- 
ed them to be his people and they avouched 
him to be their God, © Moſes took the blood, 
« and ſprinkled it on the people, and ſaid, be- 
* hold the blood of the Covenant which God 
*hath made with you concerningalltheſe words.“ 
Ex od. xxiv. 8. thus were they all Baptized or ini- 
tiated into the Covenant of God by cloud and 
by fire, the ſymbols of the holy ſpirit 3 by the 
blood of an atoning ſacrifice, and by a water, 
which repreſented the ſufferings of him, from 
« whoſe pierced ſide came forth blood and wa- 


With reſpect to the children of the Iſraelites, 
they were all admitted into the Church, much 
in the ſame wanner, in all the after-periods of 
their ſtate. In the 16th Chapter of Ezekiel, 
God expreſſes his treatment of Iſrael, in the 
day of his entering into Covenant with them, 
in terms barrowed from the uſages commonly 
pPractiſed on a new horn infant. I waſhed thee 
with water, and I anointed thee with oil.“ ver. 
9. This certainly refers to the common modes 
of waſhing and anointing their children immedi- 

__ ately 
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atcly after the birth. The blood of the circum- 
ciſion, too, was holy blood, being the figure of 
the blood of that holy ſeed, who was then in, 
and was in due time about to iſſue by deſcent 
from Abraham. In this blood every male- child 
was ſprinkled on the eight day after his birth. 
It may be added, that as the paſſover was the 
firſt feaſt appointed by the law, it would ap- 
pear from the inſtance of cur Saviour, (Luke, 
3.) that this was the firſt feſtival, to which the 
Jewiſh children were admitted. In this caſe 
they were introduced to the temple-worſhip : 
by the ſprinkling of blood, as this was an eſſen- 
tial part of the fervice of the paſſover. Let us 
now proceed to conſider. % 


SECT. V. 
The Bayt1sM of John. 


John preached in the wilderneſs that the 
kingdom of beaven was at hand, or that the 
Meſſiah was juſt about to appear, and that in 
teſtimony of faith in this doGrige, every man 
thould ſubmit to be baptized. He tells us at 
the ſame time what his baptiſm is“ I baptiſe 
68 you 
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„you with water.” He uſed no other fluid in 


this ſervice but water only. 

With reſpect to the manner in which he ap- 
plied the water nothing is certain. It is evi 
dent, indeed, that he baptized in Jordan and 
Enon, and that Jeſus, when baptized of John, 
had bsen in the water, as we are told that when 
he was baptized * he went ſtraightway up out 
* of the water;” Matt. iii. 6. But whether 
he was dipped into, or waſhed in the water, or 
had it poured on his head, is no where ſaid. To 
aver any thing poſitively on this head, is 10 add 
to the {criptures. We only ſay that as Jeſus 
was now about to enter on his public ſervice as 
a prophet and prieſt, it is moſt probable that 
he was not dipped, but waſhed or rinſed in the 
ſame manner as the prieſt of the law was waſh- 


ed by Moles at the door of the tabernacle, juſt 


before he began to perform the buſineſs of his 
facred function. As the prophet and prieſt, 
alſo, were anointed with the holy oil on the 
fame occaſion, ſo Jeſus, ſoon as he had been 
waſhed with water, was anointed with the Ho- 
ly Spirit. Matt. iii. 16.“ He ſaw the heavens 
avg unto him, and the Spirit of God de- 
« ſcending 


* 
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„ ſcending in a dove-hke —— and AStuing 
« upon him.“ 

The Baptiſm of John bad one as in com- 
mon with all others; it was a ſign of repemt- 
ance, or of putting on a new character, tino- 
ture or dye. It was particularly intended to 
expreſs faith in his doCtrine, That the 8 Dhl 
of heaven was at hand. 

It differed from.the Moſaic bee in that 
it was by water only; in which reſpect it was 
alſo different from the Baptiſm of Chriſt. 80 
he ſays himſelf; Matt. iii. 13. '* I indeed bap- 
e tize you with water: but he that cometh af- 
© ter me ſhall baptie you with the Holy Ghoſt, 
« and with fire.” Repentance'produces water 
or tears: here a baptiſm with water only was 
the moſt proper ſign. of repentance ;z or the 
moſt proper fluid to be employed by one whe 
baptized unto repentance. The fire, which 
enlivens, warms and comforts the heart, was 
moſt properly reſerved for him, whoſe doctrine 
is calculated to fill us with all joy and pcace in 
believing, 

Moreover, John's Baptiſm was only a ſign of 
faith in the Meſſiah as about to come in a ſhort 
time: whereas the Baptiſm of Chriſt was in- 

$ tended 


— 


— — — I 


22 A Differtation on Baptiſm. 
tended as an expreſſion of faith in his heing a). 
ready come, or that the kingdom of heaven 
was begun. Nor does it appear that John 
baptized in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, as was practiſed in the Chriſtian 
Baptiſm. | | 

While John was employed in baptizing, we 
are told that Jeſus alſo baptized, at leaſt by the 
miniſtration of his diſciples. Here a queſtion 
may ariſe—W hether was this the ſame Baptiſm 
with that which he afterwards eſtabliſhed, be- 
fore he aſcended ? To this I anſwer, 'Fhat it 
appears evident that it was not the ſame, but 
a Baptiſm of the ſame kind with that of John 
-a baptiſm with water only, in token of the 
faith of the baptized in the near approach of 
the kingdom of heaven. For it is clear, that 


be did not baptize with the Holy Ghoſt and In 


with fire, till he had aſcended to heaven. 

We ſhall only add, That the Baptiſm of John 
was of divine authority : it was enjoined him 
from heaven. John, i. 33. © He that ſent me 
«© to baptize with water, the ſame ſaid unto 
« me, Oc.“ Keeping this in view we may eaſily 
get at the true meaning of what our Lord ſaid 
ta John, when he refuſes to baptize him, Matt. 

Ill 
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iv. 15. „ Suffer it to be fo now: for thus it 
« hecometh us to fulfil all righteouſneſs.“ Here 
in W it is very natural to enquire, what is that righ- 
ad teouſneſs intended inthis paſſage ? The righte— 
an ouſueſs, which it behoved Chriit to fulſil was, 
according to our commentators, the righteouf- 
ve ness of the law; but as the Baptiſm of John 
be! was not an inſtitution of the law of Moſes, 
on the queſtion is, How could ſubmiſſion to John's 
ſm Baptiſm be any part of the righteouſneſs of 
be. that law? How could an act fulfil a law, which 
n vas not enjoined in that law? This difficulty 
put © can only be ſolved by obſerving, That although 
n this Baptiſm was not appointed in the law of 
the Moles, yet it was nowadivine appointment. God 
olf] ſent John to baptize all who profeſſed faith in 
hat his doctrine. Conſequently our Lord could 
nd not have obeyed every divine law then in force, 
if he had not ſubmitted to the Baptiſm of Jokn. 
halt behoved our Saviour to obey every law of 
im! God, whether it was delivered by Moſes or af- 
me terwards. Therefore, ſays he to John “ ſuf- 
nto}* fer it now,” for thus I muſt fulfil not only the 
fily law of Moſes, or any previous law, but this al- 
faid}'o which heaven has now appointed. 
In this ſenſe John might underſtand Gur 
_ Lord's 
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Lord's words; but he ſeems to have had ſome. 
thing beſides in his eye, which would not ſo 
readily occur to John. It is evident, that the 
prieſt of the law could not enter on the execu- 
tion of his, office, until he was waſhed with 
water at the door of the tabernacle of the con» 
gregation. Jeſus, the high-prieſt of our pro- 
feſſion, was now about to enter on the diſcharge 
of his ſacred function: and it certainly became 
him to enter upon his office, according to the 
law. Though he was not of the order of Aa- 


ron, yet the law prophefied of his prieſthood, 


and that he would magnify the law and make 
it honourable. It was proper, then, that he 
ſhould be waſhed. with water, in a religious 
manner, before he entered on the buſineſs af 
the prieſthood, That this type in the law might 
be fulfilled. in him. Thus his ſubmiſſion to 
Baptiſm. was an evidence of his intention ta ful - 


fil e very part of 3 BOW * 
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This Baptiſm was inſtituted by, Jeſus, when 
555 all 
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all power had been given him in heaven and in 
earth. Juſt before he aſcended he ſaid to his 
diſciples, “ Go, teach all nations, baptizing 
« them in the name of the Father, Son and 
« Holy Ghoſt, teaching them to obſerve all 
« things, whatſoever I have commanded you.” 
This inſtitution was intended to continue in 
the church of Jeſus, and was not to ceaſe with 
e the life of the apoſtles; for he adds, © Lo, I 
oe Ml © am with you all the days until the end, fi- 
x» Ml © niſhing or concluſion of the age,” f. e. the 
d, Wl goſpel diſpenfation, or what the Jews called, 
x6 le age of the MHeffah. Nor is there the leaſt 
he hint, in all the apoſtolic writings, of an intenti- 
us on to relinquiſh the practice of this ſacred rite. 
of We propoſe to offer our thoughts on this ſub- 
be ect in the following order; 1ſt, we ſhall view 
to ¶ the materials uſed in the chriſtian baptiſm ;z 2d, 
ul. che mode of their application; and 3dly, tlie 

ſubjects of this inſtitution. As to 


The Materials uſed in this Baptiſm. 


We are told, that to the water of John, Je- 
lus added the Holy Ghoſt and fire. This was 
ſoretold by John Baptiſt ; Matt. iii. 11. 4 I 
* baptize you with water unto repentance : but 
| W:--: « he 
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he that cometh after me, he ſhail. baptize, 
* „cu with the Holy Ghoſt and with fire.” 
*This was fulfilled, when the ſpirit deſcended in 
the ſymbol of fire, firſt on the Jewiſh believers. 
on the day of pentecoſt, Acts ii. 1, 2, 3, 4. 
and then on the Gentile converts, Acts x. 44, 
438. That this was the accompliſhment, of the 
baptiſts prediction is clear from the uſe made of 
it by Peter, Acts xi. 15, 16. © As I began to 
« ſpeak, the Holy Ghoſt fell on them, as on us 
tat the beginning. Then remembered I the, 
« word of the Lord, how that he ſaid, John 
* indeed baptized with water, but ye ſhall be 
« baptized with the Holy Ghoſt.” Our Lord 
himſelf promiſed this kind of baptiſm juſt be- 
fore he aſcended. Acts i. 5. 

As this baptiſm of -the Holy Spirit or fire 
was the only baptiſm promiſed by Chriſt to his 
diſciples, the Quakers have hence inferred that 
water-baptiſm is not any part of the baptiſm of, 
Chriſt. In this, however, they are obviouſly 
miſtaken. The apoſtles of Chriſt undoubtedly 
underſtood the meaning of their maſter's com- 
mand, when he ſaid “ Go and baptize :” and 
that they always baptized with water, is as e- 
vident, as any fact recorded in ſcripture. * To. 

| | ſpend 
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ſpead time in proving this point would argue 
conſummate folly. 

But ſtill, it may be afked, Why then does 
John, and even our Lord himſelf, only men- 


tion the baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt and fire 


as the chriſtian baptiſm, if water be alſo a part 
of it? The anſwer is—Nothing elſe diſtinguiſk- 
ed the baptiſm of Chriſt from all others. Wa- 
ter, blood and oil had been employed in the 
baptiſms of the law: John had ufed water for 
the ſame purpoſe. None of theſe, then, would 
have diſtinguithed the baptiſm of Chriſt from 
others, Hence it was called the baptiſm. of 
the Holy Choſt and fire, becauſe this was its 
diſtinguiſhing characteriſtic: but this did not 
ſay that nothing elfe was to be uſed in that ſer- 
vice. In like manner, the Lord's ſupper is 
called the breaking of bread, n wine al- 
fo is an eſſential part of it. 

Moreover the pouring out of the Holy Ghoſt 
and fire is moſt properly called the baptiſm of 
Chriſt, becaufe this is his peculiar prerogative. 
Men may baptize with water; but Jeſus alone 
can baptize with the Holy Ghoſt, The Apoſtles 
mu tarry at Jeruſalem, until Ze ſent upon 
them the premiſe of the Father, enduing them 
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ceaſe, rather than that of water. The baptiſm 


ter to the bodies of believers from the begin- 
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with power from on high. The apoſtles bap- 
tized with water on the day of pentecoſt, Acts 
ii. but it was Jeſus that baptized them with the 
Holy Ghoſt. Cornelius and his friends were 
the firſt converts to chriſtianity from among 
the Gentiles. Theſe Peter baprized with wa- 
ter, Acts xx. but it was Jeſus that poured on 
them the Holy Spirit. 

I may add, The Quakers would have argu- 
ed with more plauſtbility, had they averred 
that the baptiſm of the ſpirit was intended to 


of the ſpirit was at firſt viſible. It was accom- 
panied with fire, the viüble ſign of the reality 
of this baptiſm. This viſible fire ſoon failed; 
at-leaſt we ſeldom read of it : whereas we find 
water conſtantly employed in every inſtance of 
chriſtian baptiſm we have on record. 

Thus we have ſeen water and fire connected 
together in the chriſtian baptiſm. Let us firſt 
attend to the divine purpoſe in continuing, in 
the Chriſtian church, the uſe of 


Water - Baptiſm. 


There has been a religious application of war 


ing 
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ning, as we have already ſeen. This was in- 
tended to point out the purifying influences of 
the ſpirit, or the waſhing of regeneration, the 
: renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, purifying us from 
z all iniquity. This is ſtill its deſign under chri- 
_ WW ftiavity. Hence, ſays Peter, Acts ii. 38.“ Be 
n © baptized every one of you in the name of Je- 

« ſas Cliriſt, for the remiſſon of fung. To the 
1 MW fame purpoſe ſays Ananias to Saul, Acts xxii. 
4 16. “ Ariſe, and be baptized, and waſh away 
to ns. lt ſeems allo to have been intend- 
n i <4 as a ſign of contrition, repentance. or ſoraow 
n- for lin, ſince John Baptiſt fays, “ I baptize with 


<P 


ty water unto repentance,” or as a ſign of re- 
a; pentance. The defign- of John's preaching was 
nd to convince men of tin, and to point to the co- 


of MY miog ſaviour. Conviction of ſin begets tcars,. 


the water of repentance. In this view; with 
what propriety was John confined to the uſe 
of water andy in his baptiſm.!—The ſpirit, alſo, 
is now come to“ convince the world. of ſin,” 
as well. as. to waſh, it away; and conſequently 
we may fee ſome propriety in continuing the 
the water, as ſymbolical of theſe influences, in: 
the religious inſtitutions of the goſpel. - +: 
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nal ordinances and ſhadows of ſpiritual things, 
the body of which is Chriſt and his church. 
Chriſt, the body, is come, for what end then 
ſerves the figure? The goſpel-church is the 
true ſpiritual ſpouſe of Chriſt, of which the 
law-church was the figure. What buſineſs, 
then, has a ſpiritual church with carnal ordi- 
nances, purifying the fleſh? In this reſpect, 
wherein does {he differ from the law-church ? 
Particularly, ſince water uſed religioufly was a 
figure of the ſpirit, why ſhould we continue 
the figure, now the ſpirit himſelf is come? 
It is impoſſible to give any ſatisfactory reply to 
theſe objections without attending carefully to 
the nature and conſtitution of 


The Chriſtian Church. 


The word church ſignifies an aſſembly, con- 
gregation or ſociety met together in one place. 
Thus Iſrael are called a congregation or church 
becauſe they met together in one place, even 
Jeruſalem, to obſerve the ordinances of wor- 
Sip. For the ſame reaſon, the ſaints in co- 
rinth are called a church—they came together 
into one place to eat the Lord's Supper with 
its attendant ſervices —The word church alſo 

TR means 
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means all real believers in Chriſt, whether in | 
heaven or in earth in perſon ; as they are but 
one congregation, offering up all their fervices 
of worſhip before the one, true altar in the hea- 
venly ſanctuary. — 
g By the church of Chriſt, then, two ſocie- 
- ties are meant one viſible on earth; the other 
t, WM unſeen as yet by mortal eyes, although about 
to be made viſible in due time. The one is 
2 made up of ſuch as profeſs the faith of Chriſt ; 
© il the other of real believers only. The church 
— Zen earth has a carnal, eartby as well as a ſpi- 


to I ritual part, every member having an outward 
to as well us an inward man; whereas that aſſem- 
bly enrolled in heaven is wholly ſpiritual E- 
yen ſuch of her members as are on earth are 
only ſo with reſpect to the hidden man of the 
n- beart.“ They are in heaven only in ſpirit, by 
ce. I faith, love, hope and joy. The body cannot 
ch | enter there till it be made a ſpiritual body.— 
jen I bypocrites, too, are in the viſible fociety or 
or- church of Chriſt; but nothing that makes a 
co- © le can enter the heavenly ſanctuary. 
her | Of theſe Churches the one is appointed by 
rith I their Lord as the figure of the other. The 
alſo I church aflembling in heaven is the one only 


true 
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true church of God, whereof the church be- 
tow is but a figure or repreſentation. All the 
members of @ viſible church on earth profeſ. 
the faith of Chriſt, but it is not true that they 
all have believed in truth. They all © are of Iſ- 
& rael, but they are not all Iſrael.” Such a church 
is indeed true in ſome reſpects - ſhe is truly in- 
ſtitnted by Jeſus Chriſt he profeſſes the true 
faith, obſerves the true ordinances of worſhip 


and diſcipline appointed by the true head, and 

has in her a number of the true members of 

that head. Thus the is the true church in op- 
poſition to the falſe church, which is not in- 
Kituted by the true head, but is founded on the 
authority of the kings of this world, holds the Wj 
faith as modelled and authorized by civil and 
eccleſiaſtic authority, and walks after the tra- 
ditions and commandments of men. Such a 
church is a falſe church, indeed, as ſhe lies 
when ſhe calls herſelf a church of Chriſt. To 
fuch a church a viſible church of Chriſt is op- 
poſed, as with reſpect to ſuch a church fhe is 
true: but with reſpect to the heavenly church 
ſhe is a figure. In her church-capacity all her 
members are not true, yet ſhe is a true, i. e. 
juſt figure or repreſentation of the true church Wl, 
as 


A Difſertation on Baptiſm. 33 
-es her profe/ion is the fame with that of the 
ie church in heaven. | 
1 The church viſible is inſtituted for the ſake 
ey Jof the inviſible. In the church below we have 
I- Wa lively repreſentation of the church above in 
ch all her ſervices. In her, alſo, the members of 
n- the inviſible or true church are trained up for 
ue the ſervices of heaven; in her they are born a+ 
up WW gain, are nouriſhed up in the words of faith 
nd Wand good doctrine, imbibe the ſentiments and 
of Wlearn the manners of their father's houſe. A 
op- church on earth, then, is a ſchool of difcipline 
un- Wor the ſon's of God, where they grow up to 
the per ſection in the unity of the faith and know- 
the Hicdge of the Son of God. — Thus the viſible 
church not only preſigures or is the image of 
the inviſible, but ſhe trains up ber children for 
er, giving them “ to ſuck at the breaſts of her 
”” while they © are delighted with 
he abundance of her glory”*.—For fo import- 
ant purpoſes is a church on earth inſtituted! 
It is eaſy now to obviate the objection of the 
Nuakers againſt the uſe of figures and vilible 
izus in the new teſtament church. Their ob- 
e. ahedtion is founded on a miſtake. They imagine 
urch lat Chriſt has no church now but the ſpiritual 
as | or 


onſolations, 


34 A Difertation on Baptiſm. 


'or heavenly one; whereas it is 'evident that he 


God according to his inftitutions, fo did the o 


r 


— — 


has appointed viſible churches, which are f. 
'gures of the true, in the ſame ſenſe in which 
the old teſtament church or congregation was, 
If the one aſſembles in one place to worfhip 


ther. If the one be viſible, fo was the other, 
The one had hypocrites in her, and fo has the 
other. While the preſent ſyſtem ſtands, there 
will be fomething “ that offends and does ini 
quity in the kingdom of chriſt—tares hid among 
the wheat. Members of the inviſible church 
have been trained up in both. Thus both hare 
ſubſerved the fame purpoſes. Since, then, ai 
viſible church of Chriſt is {till a figure, where 
lyes the ab ſurdity or even impropriety of ap- 
pointing figurative ordinances in a figurative 
church? A viſible church muſt have viſible or 
dinances, or ſhe deſerves not the name. 90 
wiſe, ſo proper is the conduct of Jeſus, in ap- 
pointing ſuch ordinances in the new teſtament 
church! As ſhe has got larger views of the wit- 
dom and love of God, and the ſpirit of Jeſus 
given her, the is a nobler figure of the churci 
m heaven than the church of old was; ſo that 


with reſpect to her {he is called “ the kingdom 
6 of 


N 
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of heaven”. Yet with reſpect to the true, 
he church yet to he revealed, ſhe is earthy, 
f. end hence has viſible inſtitutions in her ſtill. 
ich hrnough arrived zt a higher degree of perfecli- 


vas. pn, {till ſhe muſt have ſomething earthy ſuited 
bioſWo her ſtate, and to be a figure of good things 
et to come. | 
rl Keeping this in view, we can eaſily ſee the 

the ropriety of retaining water- baptiſm in the chriſ- | 
Wein church. Chriſt bas always come, or has 
in been exhibited in the church of God from the 
one ime of the entrance of ſin, by water as well 
by blood: and ſince ſymbols are ſtill neceſ- 


ary in the houſe of God, none can be imagin= 


zrch 
dave 


n, id more proper than water. Sinners are ſtill 
hereW:lled to repentance; and Jeſus is exalted a. 
ap- 


ative 


rince and ſaviour to give repentance and re- 


ſion of ſins, or to cleanſe from all unrighte- 
e or- 


80 


1 ap- 
ment 


puſneſs. Surely then nothing can more pro- 
erly expreſs one's faith in this, than by ſub- 
itting to be baptized in the name of the Lord | 
elus.—Jeſus till, then, baptizes with water, 
ut to this he has added 


Wil 
Telus 
urch 
that 
dom 
| 6 of 
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The Baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt and fire. 


The baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt and that of 
fiie are the ſame. Fire was the external ſign 
or ſymbol of the preſence of the divine ſpirit. 
So it was of old. 'The pillar of cloud and fire 
was the ſymbol of the divine preſence among 
Ifrael, the church of old. Wind and fire are 
the ſame to the new tcſtament church. This 
baptiſm or initiation was * the promiſe of the 
father,” of which Chriſt ſaid he would ſend it 
upon his diſciples. This is a baptiſm peculiar 
to the new teſtament diſpenſation, by which 
the baptiſm of Chriſt is diſtinguiſhed from all 
other baptiſms—“ He ſhall baptiſe with the 
« Tloly Ghoſt and fire.” Wiſdom muſt appear 
in this part of the divine plan, as in every other: 
let us ſearch for her deſign, that we may ſee 
the propriety of adding-fire to water in the chri- 
ſtian baptiſm, 


1ſt, Truth in the inward parts conſtitutes a4 
chri{tian.— Faith working by love is all in Chriſt 
Jeſus. Water is applied only to the outward 
parts for the purpoſe of cleanſing; whereas fire 
penetrates the inward parts of the ſubject to 
which it is applied, purging away its droſs and 
xefining 
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reining it from impurities. In this view, how 
elegantly was this made the characteriſtic part 
of the baptiſm of Chriſt! Intimating that Chriſt 
is as a refiner's fire, purifying the heart by faith ; 
and that all the true members of the church of 
Chriſt muſt be purified by the ſacred fire of 
heaven, the love of God ſhed abroad in the 
heart. Had his religion confiſted in externals 
only, water alone would have been a proper 
ſign; as water cleanſes the external parts. But 
an in ward purifier can only be the proper ſign 
of initiation to an inward religion. Both parts 
of Chriſt's baptiſm are prophecied of by Iſaiah, 
« when the Lord ſhall have waſhed away the 
« filth of the daughter of Zion,” alluding to wa- 
Jer baptiſm, waſhing outwardly ;- as the baptiſm 
Jof the ſpirit is deſeribed in the following words 
e and ſhall have purged the blood of Jeru- 
ſalem from he midf of her, by the ſpirit of 
„judgment and by the Spirit of burning.” If. 
iv. 4. The ſpirit of fire can only purify the in- 
ternal part. 2dly, The law, in the Jewiſh ſenſe 
of it, or conſidered in its letter as diſtinct from 
the goſpel, conſiſted in carnal ſervices or what 
Caul calls dead works. The letter kills, and 
na obedience paid to it was but dead works, 
ng D or 
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Y 


— — 42 _ — = WT. — ͥ ͥ́́ w — . — — —— — ꝰ — OL — — <rin <n——. — — 


98 fl Diſſertation en Daptiſm. 
or an -unanimated ſervice, influenced by. the 
Sold, the- chilling “ ſpirit of fear.” John, too, 
reached the doctrine of repentance, terrifying MW, 
men into obedience. This doctrine chilled the 


we 
theayt with fear, and wet the cheek with tears, 7 
Water, alone, then, might ſerve for an initiati- po) 


om into that faith. A cold baptiſm ſuited a ſpi.Mg;., 
rit of fear. But now © God hath not given dcn 
the ſpirit of bondage to fear, “ but the ſpirit err. 
of love. He requires no dead works, but liw. Neno 
ing works muſt ſerve the living God. Novwiﬀh, , 
Fire is the vital principle of the univerſe, the 
Jource of motion, the ſpring of life. How pro- 
perly, then, did Jeſus ibaptize with fire! Hh 
came to give us life: his ſpirit .quickens : hit 
words are ſpirit and:they are life. What coull 
repreſent this To properly as fire? water m 
ſtill be a part of the goſpel- baptiſm, as repent 
ance is ſtill a fruit of the goſpel; but its wate 
muſt be animated by fire, ſince its vepentand 
is not a ſorrow to death, but a “ yepentane 
unto life.” The ſymbol of life muſt. exprels 
xepentance unto life. The very tears of the gt 


raven 


ſpel muſt be tears of love. The tears of Moldh my; 
and John were the ofspring of fear; but Jl Wi. 


loved and wept. He loved Lazarus, and we] 
{( 
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for his death: he loved Jeruſalem, and wept 


over her ruins. Love alone ſheds the warm, 
the generous tear. We muſt look on Jeſus ere 
we can mourn according to the goſpel, 

24ly, It was proper that' fire ſhould be em- 
ployed on this occaſion, to ſhew that the chri- 
ſtan baptiſm is wholly in the hand of Jeſus 
Chriſt, Ihe baptiſm of the ſpirit can be con- 
ferred by no man. It. belongs ſolely to him, 
ho has the ſpirit without meaſure in him. 
fo apply water to the body is in every man's. 
wwer : John could baptize with water. But 
o purify the ſpirit of man within him is the 
Wrovince of Jeſus Chriit. To indicate this 
uth the ſign of fire was highly proper. The 
ne of heaven is not at the command of man. 
W is God that anſwers by fire. Thus the fign- 
pd the thing ſignified correſponded. The ſa- 
Wed Bre was always the ſymbol of Jehovah's pre- 
Wi'ce : it was „the glory of the only-begotten 
of the father.“ The baptiſm of the ſpirit 
en, whereof it was the ſign, muſt be from- 
aven and not of man. — Here another queſti- 
muſt ariſe to the inquiring mind, 
Whether are the baptiſms of water and of 
2 the 


0 
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the Holy Ghoit always connected under the 
chriſtian diſpenſation ? 

I anſwer, not always. — How then, it will be 
faid, can the baptiſm of water be called the I ui 
chriſtian baptiſm, when not accompanied with ve 
the Holy Spirit, fince the ſpirit is the characte- be 
riſtical part of the baptiſm of Chriſt ? To find ed 
a proper anſwer to this queſtion we muſt look cle 
back to what has been ſaid concerning the two inv 
ſtates of the chriſtian church, the one viſible ci 
and the other inviſible. Now in the firſt or 6il: 
viſible ſtate of te church we are aſſured there the 
the 
ecu! 


will be many hypocrites or falſe profeſſors ; the 
tares will grow with the wheat, till Jeſus come 
again to gather out of his kingdom all things 
that offend and all that doiniquity. As a churc 
of this kind has ſomething earthy in her, an 
all her members have not the ſpirit of Chriſt it 
them in truth but only in appearance, a baptiſn 
of water can only be abſolutely neceſſary as 
fign of initiation into the fellowſhip of. th: 
church. This baptiſm, therefore, Chriſt h 
put into the power ofthe members of that churc 


Not 
men 
or 0! 
afar 
Yi 
real e 
Henc 
own 
ton 
that they may adminiſter it to as many as pre b; 
feſs his faith, whether in truth or in hypocil n 
iy. Hence this baptiſm, like every thing elWitle « 
ſtandi 
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el 
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tandinꝑ in. the outer court of the houſe of God 
has been, and muſt be trodden: under foot of 
the Gentilesz or-petverted: and abuſed: by them 
until the time of the Gentiles.be fulfilled. Ne- 
vertheleſs, titis-is the haptiſm:of Chriſt, as he 
has given it to- his. viſible church, and! appoints 


ed it to be continued in her until he come to . 1 { 
cleanſe the ſanRuary and make his · viſible and: IT 
inviſible church the ſame: He has erected the 1 
outer-court' as well as the inner: he has his real i ' ; 


diſciples in the one as: well as. the other, and 
the ordinances he has appointed correſpond to- | 
theſe reſpective courts, He has made the one WE) 
court the entrance to the other; We muſt” 
not then deſpiſe or neglect any: of his appoint- 
ments, knowing that if we be aſhamed of him 
or of his words before men, of us he wilt be 
aſhamed before his father. 

Yet as his true kingdom is within men; bis 
real church is not viſible in her preſent ſtate. 
Hence he has retained the true baptiſm in His” 
own hand, that he may adminiſter it to all, 
thon the father has given him. The inviſi- 
fe baptiſm is left in the unſeen hand; and he 
ml not fail to adminiſter it to all who have a 
litle to it, although he has not bound himſelf 

* D 3 to 
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to confer it at the very moment of the admini- 
ſtration of water-baptiim. 

Thus both baptiſms are Chriſt's, although 
that of the Holy Spirit be his in a peculiar ſenſe. 
They are but one baptiſm, however, as they 
both combined make but the one complete bap- 
tiſm of Chriſt, and initiate one into both courts 
of his houſe. The one is viſible and the other 
inviſible, ſuited to the different ſtates of his 
church in the preſent diſpenſation of things.— 
It will now be aſked, ſince fire was the ſymbol 
of the baptiſm of the Holy Spirit, 

Why was the ſign of fire diſcontinued im- 
mediately after the commencement of the chri- 
ſtian diſpenſation among Jews and Gentiles ? 

To this we anſwer— To aſcertain the pre- 
ſence of the Holy Spirit, it was neceſſary that 
fire ſhould come down on the apoſtles and diſ- 
ciples of Chriſt at firſt. The world could not 
have been certain that the Holy Ghoſt had deſ- 
cended on them, had they not ſeen the viſible 
ſymbol of his preſence : nor could the diſciples 
have been fure, thaf their maſters had found 
acceptance with the father, and that he had fat 
down on his throne, if he had not ſent the pro- 


miſed token of his acceptance and exaltation. 
When 
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When about to leave them he ſaid “ depart not 
« from Jeruſalem, but wait for the promiſe of the 
« Father, which ye have heard of me. For John 
« truly baptized with water, but ye thall be bap- 
« tized with the Holy Ghoſt, not many days 
« hence The ſame ſhall baptize you” {aid John, 
« with the Holy Ghoſt and fire.” Had not this 
fre deſcended on them, then, it is evident the 
promiſe would not have been accompliſhed, and 
conſequently they would have had no founda- 
tion for faith in the exaltation of Jeſus to the 
throne. But this fact being now aſcertained 
by the moſt unequivocal evidence, there could. 
be no neceſſity for the continuance of this ap- 
pearance of fire in the church of Chriſt, When 
he promiſed to ſend the ſpirit, he aſſured his 
diſciples that he ſhould. abide with them and 
ſhould be in them, and that for ever ; and that 
his preſence ſhould be known hy his fruits. 
Love is the true fire of which the viſible fire. 
vas but a ſymbol. This is an abiding fruit and 
eridence of the ſpirit, preſent with all that be- 
1 lere. „For by one ſpirit are we all baptized 
t Into one body, whether we be Jews or Gen- 
les.” The baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt, then, 
kill remains, and ſtill is in fire, even divine 
love 


ap A Difertatiow ow Buptiſm: 
love, which has-* the flames.of God“. 
abideth, faith, hope aud love”, 

But it way be ſaid, might not the water: al. 
ſo have ceaſed, after the ſpirit came; of whom 
it was but the ſign as well as fire? This is the 
opinion of the Quakers, but founded in a+mif- 
take. Water was not only the ſymbol of the 
ſpirits influences, but it was intended as a ſign 
of initiation into a viſible ſociety, Now a vi- 
ſible ſociety muſt have viſible inſtitutions, and: 


ebonſequently ſome viſible ſign of admiſſion in- 
to that ſociety. Hence the propriety of the 
continuance of water- baptiſm in the church of 
Jeſos. But fire was intended to be a ſign of 


the actual communication of the Holy Spirit to 
the church in his giſts of miracles, tongues &e. 


and theſe extraordinary influences were not in- 


tended:to abide, neither was there any neceſli- 


ty that their ſign ſhould continue. Again, ſo 
far as the fire was the ſign of love, it was a ſign 
of admiſſion into the unſeen or real church, and 


an inviſible church needs no viſible ſign of ad- 
miffion into her fellowſhip. - 


As all the extraordinary, miraculous gifts of 


the ſpirit have now ceaſed, fire could: only be 


tho ſign of his. abiding fruits, faith, hope and 


love 


Now 
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love. In this caſe, if fire ſhould deſcend on 
all profeſſed believers, it would be a falſe ſign: 
and if it fell only on real believers, it would 
diſtinguiſh the Wheat from the tares even in 
this world, and make the church viſible and in- 
viſible the ſame, contrary to the declared in- 
tention of providence. Such wiſdom appears 
in the ceaſing of the external fign of fire, when 
the age of miracles ended. | 


It may be obſerved here, that baptiſm with' 


water is diſtinguiſhed from that of the Holy 


Spirit John baptized with water, but ye ſhall 
« be baptized with the Holy Ghoſt.” There 
is a high propriety in this diſtinction. Water- 
baptihin is no infallible ſign of the preſence of 
the Vivine ſhirit, nor was ever intended to be 
o. Fire only has this honour. External fire 
was the ſign of the preſence of the Holy Spirit 
in his extraor{inary, unabiding gifts; and the 
internal fire appearing in its native fruits is the 
ſign of his preſence in his ſaving, abiding gifts 
of faith, hope and love. Hence our Lord ſaid, 
« by zhis ſhall all men En24v that ye are my diſ- 
« ples, if ye love one another.” Water-bapiſm 


is the external fign of introduction into my 
church, 
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church, but baptiſm with the ſpirit of love is 


the only infallible ſign of real diſcipleſhip. 

The baptiſm of the Holy Ghoſt, then, is the 
baptiſm of the church of Chriſt as inviſible, as, 
baptiſm of water pertains-to his church as vif.- 
ble. The latter is in the hand of men to be, 
adminiſtred to all who profeſs the faith of Chriſtz, 
the former is ſolely in the hand of Chriſt, that 
he may beſtow it on ſuch as are really his. Theſe 
eonſtitute the one, complete baptiſm of Chriſt, 
and his baptiſm will have thefe two parts, while, 
his church is viewed in two aſpects, viſible and 
unſeen. Water-baptiſm. is to be reſpected as, 
his ordinance, as. well. as. the. other; and as a; 
ſubjection to his appointments is neceſſarily con- 
nected with believing in him, hence our Lord: 
fays, © he that believeth, and is baptized, ſhall, 
« be ſaved,” q d he that believeth, and con- 
fefleth, the ſame, by ſubmitting to my inſtitu» 
tions, ſhall be ſaved. Let us now proceed ta 
conſider 


8 ECT VII. 
The mode of this Baptiſm; 


Looking into the old teſtament, we have 
| found 


> 
4 
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found a variety of modes practiſed by the church 
of the living God, in the application of fluids 
to the body for a religious purpoſe : and that 
all theſe are called haptiſm is evident from what 
Paul fays, Heb: ix. 10. The law conſiſted of 
« diverſe baptiſms.” We have ſeen them di— 


verſe in the means uſed for purification, viz, 


water, blood and oil; as alfo in the mode of ap- 


plication, viz, by ww/hing or rinſing, ancinting 


or pouring upon, bathing, putting upon, ſprinkling. 
So properly are they called “ diverſe baptiſms.” 

Let us now ſee whether or not our Lord ſpe- 
cified any of theſe well known modes, as eſſen- 
tially neceſſary to be obſerved in the chriſtian 
bantiſm. For this end let us read the words of 


inſtitution “ Go ye and teach all nations, bap- 


« tizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and vf the Holy Ghoſt; teach- 
ing them to obſerve all things, whatſoever 


«1 have commanded you.” Now as our Lord 


knew very well that diverſe modes of baptiſm 


had been uſed by divine appointment in the old 
teſtament church, if he had meant to make any 
particular mode eſſentially neceſſary to his bap- 
tim, be would have certainly ſpeciſiec- it on 
iis occaſion, to prevent miſtakes. Yet this he 
nowhere 
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nowhere does—a plain evidence that he did not 
ſee it neceſſary. The nature and import of 
of baptiſm was perfectly well known to the 
apoſtles, as well as all the modes of performing 
it. If dipping them, had been meant by him 
as the only mode of his baptiſm, how ſtrange 
is it that this mode ſhould be left unaſcertained, 
and to ſuffer his diſciples to run the riſk of 


miſmanagement in the diſcharge of their office! 


What can be inferred from this circumſtance, 
then, but that Jeſus did not intend to make 


any particular mode of the application of water 
eſſential to his baptiſm? In this cafe, his apoſ- 


tles needed no particular deſcription of baptiſm, 
as it is ſo clearly marked, in all its various modes, 
in the old teſtament : and as their maſter ſpe- 
cited no particular mode, they would naturally 
conclude that they vere left at full liberty in 

tliis reſpect. 
2dly. Let us now ſee in what ſenſe the apoſ- 
tles actually underſtood our ſaviour's words, 
when he commanded them to baptize. This 
we muſt learn from their words and practice: 
and if on examining theſe, we find that they 
conſidered dipping as ſynonimous with baptizing, 
| this 
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this muſt determine the point, as they certain- 
ly underſtood their commiſſion. 

Here the baptiſts only fix upon one inſtance, 
which they reckon ſufficient to determine the 
apoſtolic mode of baptizing, viz. that recorded 
in Acts viii. 38. There we are told Philip and 
the Eunuch “ went down both inte the water“ 
where Philip baptized the Eunuch; and when 


this was performed, we have them coming © oy? 
of the water.” A weak argument, indeed, in 
favour of dipping! the whole ſtreſs of it lies 
on the Greek word de, rendered into; and if 
this ſignifies plunging, then Phillip and the Eu- 
nuch muſt have been both plunged: on this og- 
Jason, as it is equally applied to both“ They 
J © went down both into the water.” Had it 
been ſaid, that Phillip put the Eunuch into the 
a vater, this would have concluded in favours of 
dipping ; but as the words ſtand, they conclude 
nothing, only that they both went down at 
leaſt to the brink of the water. For, it muſt 
be obſerved, that the Greek «5 moſt properly 
fignifies wnte. . This, then, does not ſay. that 
they entered into the water ;, or even ſuppoſing 
that they went a ſhort way into it, it does not 
neceſſarily follow from thence that either of 
E them 


is not ſaid that they went out of the city to the 
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them Were plunged: and as to their coming 
ht of the water,” if a man goes down 10 
drink or to waſh his feet in a water, when he 
returns, we can moſt properly fay he came uy 
out of the water. 5 
With reſpect to the argument taken from 
John's baptiſm, it is equally incluſive. True, 
Jeſus was baptized of John in Jordan, but whe- 
ther by immerfion or anointing is no where fo 
faid. The word « will not warrant any deter- Ia 
minate concluſion, But ſuppoſing that he uſed I in 
immerfion, can we aver that he was reſtricted 
to that mode; or even allowing that he was, 
can we merely from this circumſtance conclude Nef 
any thing poſitively concerning the mode of the 
chriſtian baptiſm? The queſtion is not How n 
John baptized; but whether Chriſt has ap- 3 
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pointed any particular mode of baptiſm ? the 


We have many inſtances of the apoſtles bap- Chr 
tizing recorded in their hiſtory, but from none ter. 
of them can we aſcertain the manner of ther it! 
adminiſtration. It is moſt probable, however I ite 
that immerſion was not uſed by them, at leaſti G 
in many inſtances. Three thouſand were ba- & 
tized on the day of the Spirit's deſcent ; but it 


bro9t 
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krook Kidron to be plunged. It is more pro- 
bable that they were baptized in the temple, 
by anointing, waſhing, or ſprinkling with wa- 
er. Nor is it probable that the Jaylor and his 
houſehold were taken to a river to be baptized 
at the hour of mid-night. This would have 
been highly dangerous. It ſeems probable, 
that rhis ordinance was performed in the pri- 
ſon, as we find water there, wherewith the 
Jaylor waſhed the ſtripes of the priſoners. As 
in the ſame verſe we are told he © waſhed their 
«© ftripes, and was baptized, he and all his, 
it is almoſt certain, that a part 
Jof the ſame water was employed in his baptiſm, 
(WW that he had uſed in waſhing the ſtripes of Paul 
nnd Silas. Ads xvi. 25— 33. 

„ 3dly, The effuſion of the Holy Ghoſt on 
the diſciples is exprefsly called the baptiſm of 
„Christ, and more properly ſo than that of wa- 
1 ter. Now in what manner were they baptized 
il vith the Holy Ghoſt? Of this we have a full 
1 inſtance recorded in Acts x. 44, 45.—“ On the 
a Gentiles allo was poured out the gift of the Holy 
ol Shoſt.“ This Peter expreſsly calls baptiſm, in 
giving an account of that great event, Acts xi. 
16, „ Then remembered 1 the word of t he 
D 2 « Lord, 


« ſtraightway, 
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& Lord, how that he ſaid, John indeed bap. 


tized with water; but ye ſhall be baptized with 


not one of the modes of Baptiſm, how, does 
Chriſt and his apoſtle uniformly call it by that 


| | name? Yea, as water-baptiſm was but a ſign 


of this true baptiſm of Chriſt, we may certain- 


ly conclude that there muſt be a ſtrong analogy 


between the ſign and the thing ſignified; and 
that in the hiſtory of the frue baptiſm we muſt 
find the true mode of baptiſm. 

Mr M*Lean ſeems to be galled with this ar- 
gument, and hence he employs a great deal of 
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| in the Holy Ghoſt is exprefied by pouring him 
ot on men, anointing, the waſhing of regenera- 
| tron, ſprinkling, but he ſays, „none of them 
| « ſo much as allude to baptiſm.” He owns, 
ll indeed, that “ the extraordinary effuſion of the 
| | « ſpirit is called baptiſm, but not in ſtrict propri- 
4 « ety of ſpeech, but in alluſion to baptiſm in wa- 
« ter.” A very odd aſſertion, indeed! John bap- 
tiſt and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt uniformly, and 
the apoſtles frequently, call this effuſion baptiſm; 
but it ſeems they did not know how to ſpeak 
properly, but called an action baptiſm, while 


there 


the Holy Ghoſt.” Now if this pouring upon was 


| pains to evade it, but with no ſucceſs. Baptiſm 
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there is not the moſt diſtant ſimilitude between 
the one and the other. Whereas any perſon, 
anbvalied by party, inuſt ſee that this is the 
mot plain and expreſſive term that could have 


been, choſen for this purpoſe. Men, at leaſt ſince 
ime of Moſes, had been always initiated 
o the church of God and her offices, by a- 
wigting or pouring on them, waſhing, ſprink- 
, S. all of which were called Baptiſm or 
wartion, as we have ſeen already. How, 
1:2, che our Lord have choſen a more pro- 
er word, or one more intelligible, when he 
011d expres the activa. of giving the Ho- 
Spirit:? But a favourite tenct '"mv@. ha ſup- 
ted at any expence. The effuſion of the ipi- 
t is haptiſin ſays Jeſus No, ſays Mr M*Lean; 
ere is not the leaſt reſemblance between the 
e and the others Inſtead of allowing Jeſus 
ſpe ak properly, he will not allow hin to 
ak. even metaphorically, ſince every meta- 
bor is 2 ſimile, or founded on fimilitude. 


On this plan, we may as well argue that was 
. bapeiim is not properly fo called, but mere- 
n alluſton to the baptiſm of the ſpirit. This 
kttion would have a more plaulible appears 
| E. 3. Ange; 


| 
| 
| 
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ance; fince water baptiſm was intended to re. 
preſent the baptiſm of the ſpirit. 

4thly, In the apoſtolic alluſions to baptiſm, 
when they refer to the action itſelf, we find 


them always exprefling it by waſhing, proving 
upon, anointing, a fprint/ing. Thus in Piu 
iti. 5. 6. the baptiſm of the ſpirit is called * tl; 
© waſhing of regeneration, the renewing of the 
Holy Ghoſt; which he ſhed or poured on u 
% abundantly, through Jeſus Chriſt our 824 
% our.” Again, in Heb. x. 22. the 2poſtl 
ſpeaks of both the baptiſins ef Chriſt, and uſt 
SHrintiing and waſhang indifferently in expret 
ling their pplication, the one to the body, tl 
other to the heart“ Let us draw near with 
** true keart, in the full aſſurance of faich, b 


eving our hearts ſprinkled from an evil co 
« fcience, and our bodies wathed with pur 
% water.” All thefe feveral modes of the: t 


kgious application of a fluid to a man are calf f 
led © baptiſms” by Paul, Heb. ix. 10. con} n 
quently all of them may be properly called bag o 
tülto, and are fo called accordingly, as is fc 
dient from the above inſtances. Dipping on fr 
w. 


then, is tot the mode of chriftian baptiſm. 


£thly, This view is farther confirmed fre 


— * *. — 4 4 as 


A Diſfertation on Baptiſin. 85 
what our Lord himſelf ſays, John Xiii. 8, 9, to. 


When waſhing his diiciples' feet, he takes oc- 
cation to introduce a hint of a more important 
waſhing, which he would perform on all his 
people“ If I waſh thee not, thou haſt no part 
«in me.” The waihing here mentioned is 
ſuch a one as gives a part with Chriſt or 
in Chriſt. Now, it is evident, that there are 
two wathings which give a man A part with 
Chriſt ; the waſhing with water applied to the 
body in baptiſm, and the waſhing of regenera- 
tion by the renewing of the Holy Spirit. By 
the former one obtains a part in the viſible ſtate 
of the church of Chriſt, and without this waſh- 
ing no man can be admitted to her fellowſhip. 
By the latter we are admitted to a fpiritual com- 
munion with . Chriſt, or to be members of his 
church inviſtble, vitally united to him. Bap- 
tiſm then muſt be the waſhing he here mtends, 
ſince thereby we obtain a part in him, and by 
no other waſhing at all, The complete baptiſm 
of Chriſt ſprinkles the heart from an evil con- 
fcience by faith in the reſurrection of Chrift 
from the dead, and wafhes the body with pure 
water. © He that believcs and is baptized ſhall 
be faved” or have a part in Cbriſt. But muſt 
the 
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the whole body 
Chriſt thus » 
« Lord, not my feet only but alfo my hands 
e and my head.” But what ſays his maſter ? 


plunged in water, hen 
1es us? 80 Peter imagined 


— % He that is wathed, needeth not, ſave to 
© waſh his feet, but is clean every whit.“ Here, 
I think it evident, he cannot be {peaking of a- 
ay common wathing of an nnclean body, ſince? 
in this caſe, waſhing the feet could not poſſib- 
ly cleanſe the whole body from pollution. ]. 
remains then to conelude, that he is ſpeaking 
of baptiſm, and as if he had foreſeen the migh- 
ty ſtreſs that would be laid upon dipping the. 


whole body in water, in future periods: of his 
_ Church, he gives them the ſtrongeſt caveat a- 


gainſt ſuch a notion, by telling them that waſh- 

ing a part makes the whole clean. | 
In this view the baptiſm of water correſponds 
to the baptiſm of the ſpirit. The chriſtian is 
only renewed in the ſpirit of his mind. What- 
ever influence this new. ſpirit created in him: 
may have upon his body, yet his body is not 
made new. The body is ſtill dead becauſe of 
fin, and has flefhly luſts warring in its members. 
The inner man, then, is clean, while the out- 
ward man has fin dwelling in him, Let the 
| renovation 
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renovation of the mind ſecures the renovation 
of the body, when it ſhall be changed and faſhi- 
oned like Chriſt's moſt glorious body. Tben 
he will quicken-our mortal bodies, by the ſpi- 
rit, which he has give us. Suppoſing then a 
a part of the body only waſhed in baptiſm, wa- 
ter bapt iſm will the more exactly anſwer to the 
baptiſm- of the ſpirit, in which N a 8 of 
the man is waſhed. | 

This view will alſo teach us the oopiay of 
our Lord's ſaying, when a part is waſhed the 
whole is clean. The purification of the mind 
by the ſpirit of believing ſecures to us the pu- 
rification of the whole man in due time. Thus 
the whole may be ſaid to be clean. The God 
of peace will ſanCtity us wholly in ſoul, body 
and ſpirit. 

6thly, We have ſeen that the Jewiſh prieſt 
was ſprinkled with blood, when initiated to his 


office; which ſprinkling is called baptiſm by 
our Lord; when with reference to that action 
be ſays © I have a baptiſm to be baptized with, 
and how am I ſtraitened till it be accompliſh- 
*ed,” FEre I can enter the moſt Holy place, 
Im. {t be baptized with the blood of my ſacri- 
lice, Sure this was not performed by dipping» 

'The 
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The above arguments ſeem to me concluſive 
Ye have examined the words in which Chrift 
inſtituted his baptiſm; the practice of his A. 
poſtles in performing that ſervice, and the words Ml , 
ip which they deſcribe it. In ſhort, we hae , 
taken a ſurvey of all the baptiſms mentioned in Ml n 
ſacred wirt and yet cannot find plunging any 
where mentioned as the alone baptiſm of Chriſt I b. 
Let us now ſee what Mr M*Lean ſays in 
fupport of his favourite dogma. _ 
He avers “ that any other fign than immerſ. 
« on, be what it will, is not Chriſt's ordinance, 
« either-in name or thing, and therefore can 
« in no rcipect be a proper repreſentation, but 
« human invention, whereby the law of Chriſt 
« is made void.” A bold aſſertion indeed: But 
how is it ſupported ? Why, 


iſt, By an clabor.te criticiſm on a Greek Hehn 
word. gare ſignifies to dip, immerſe or plungtflye 
—Pity it is, ye illiterate chriſtians, that ye are an 
not a depts in the Greek tongue: Without thb ane 
you cannot, it ſeems, know the law of Chritt, Igor 
who has made the faith of his diſciples hang on 
a critical knowledge of a Greek word. Nov 
ſince ſo much ſtreſs is laid on this criticiſm, let 
us ſce how far it will go to ſupport the caule. 
2dly, 
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2dly, The Greek word gate is the root of 
uit and it ſignifies dyeing, flaining, colguring. 
and as this is generally performed by immerii- 
on, hence the ſame word means wa/2ing, dip- 
ping, as is evident from the Lexicons. If we 
muſt adhere then to the ſtrict ſenſe of the word, 
we muſt dye or add a new colour to the perſon 
baptized. In this very ſenſe, it is literally ap- 
plied to a certain order of prieſts, of whom we 
read in Ariſtophanes, who were called ga not 
from being immerſed, but from their ſtaining 
their bodies with a certain colour, as a badge of 
diſtinction. Hence the Latins called them Fu- 
cati. We may as well argue, then, that there 
is no man baptized who is not dyed, as that 
there is none baptized, that is not immerſed. 
The truth is, the initiating ordinance of 
chriſtianity ſeems to be called baptiſin, becauſe 
we then take on a new tincture or colour, i. e. 
a new character. To be © beptized into Chriſt” 
and to“ put on Chriſt” are ſynonimous expreſ- 
tions: and to put on Chriſt is to put on his 
character. Ilow eaſily, then, could an inge- 
nious critic argue in favours of dyeing the bo- 


dy as a ſign of the ſoul putting on a new cha- 
acter | 


3dly, 


muſt permit the apoſtles to explain their own 
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- 32dly, It is admitted that this word means d. 
pbing or immerſion ; yet this will not conclude in 
favour of Mr M*Lean, Every ordinance muſt 
have a name; and as immerſion is the full and 
perfect application of a fluid to the body, it wa 
moſt natural to call this ordinance 6bapti/m, ſince 
it conſiſts in applying water to the body. But 
how abſurd is it to argue from hence, that there 
is no baptiſm but by immerſion, contrary to 
the whole tenor of ſcripture. The queſtion is ; 
not whether immerſion be baptiſm ; but whii , 
ther this be the only ſenſe of the word? We þ 


meaning; and J truſt it is evident from what 7 
has been ſaid, that their ſenſe of this word ex : 
tends to every religious application of water te 4 
the body, in whatever mode it be applied. A 

athly, The chriſtian ordinance of bread nf 7 
wine is called by the apoſtles zhe Lord's Supper 8 
If, then, in obſerving this inſtitution, we muſt * 
adhere to the ſtrict literal ſenis of the terms, i "ll 


can only be obſerved at the ordinary time 9 Th 
ſopper. According to Mr M*Lean's plan e * 
reaſoning, we muſt aver “ that any other me- 


tbod of cating it, whether in the morning * 
ot noon, © is not Chriſt's ordinance, either i * 


40 un 


« hy the law of Chriſt is made void.“ Neither 
breakfaſt nor dinner is ſupper ; but Chriſt ap- 


have argued: and their argument is preciſely of 
the ſame kind with this gentleman's. 
I may add, that the word rendered dip does 


Lev. iv. 6. © The prieſt ſhall dip his finger 


does not neceſſarily mean dipping the whole ſin- 
ger, but a part of it. One is ſaid to dip his 
finger in a liquid, when the point of it only is 
dipped. Thus even where baps-ei evidently 
means dipping it does not include total im- 


ed by Mr McLean in ſupport of his argument; 


ſuch as ſprinkle or pour inſtead of plunging. 
They are « guilty, he ſays, of rebellion againſt 
*the Lord and may juſtly expect immediate 


guing | Litile did this zealous man ſee that this 
ext is ſtrong in favour of his opponents. Here 
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© name or thing, but a human invention, where-' 


pointed a ſupper ; Therefore to eat at any other 
time is not to eat the Lord's ſupper.—So ſome 


pot neceſſarily ſignify a total immerſion. Thus 


„jn the blood, and fprinkle of the blood.“ 
Now every body knows that dipping the finger | 


merſion. Yet this is a principal text, produc- 


from which he ſays very ſtrong words againft | 


* vengeance.” Strong words, but weak ar- 


[ 
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is a real baptiſm. The pricſt (bapſei) dipped 
His finger in the blood, and then ſprinkled it 
as God appointed. This is the preciſe plan of 
our baptiſm. We dip our fingers in the water 
and ſprinkle it on the candidate for baptiſm. 
Thus no baptiſm is performed ſtill but dipping 
is the firſt act of it. 

How weak is the following obſervation! 
„Had the prieſt preſumed to convert bapto 


here into ſprinkling or pouring, he would 


% have perverted the whole of this typical in- 
* ſtitution.” A very idle ſuppoſition indeed | 
It ſuppoſes an impoſſibile caſe. How could the 
prieſt ſprinkle the hlood with his finger before 
He dipped it in the blood. 2. The ſecond argu- 
ment Mr M'Lean produces in ſupport of piung- 
ing is as follows! Nither ſprinliing nor pour- 
ing will make ſenſe, when ſubſtituted in place 


4% of the word baptize.” The very reverſe is 


the truth. Some texts will not read, when the 
word plunged is ſubſtituted for baptize. Thus 
For inſtance, “ plunged into Moſes,” 1. Cor, 
x. 2. © plunged into Chriſt,” Rom. vi. 3. This 
ſuppoſes Moſes and Chriſt to be liquids. A- 
gain, © Into what were ye plunged” Acts xix. 


3. By this reading the queſtion ſeems to be 
-—Io 
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In what water were ye plunged; whereas 
Paul meant to atk—Into what faith were ye 
baptized ? Alfo “ I indeed plunge yon in water 


% —he ſhall plunge you in the Holy Ghoſt.” 


Now, did Chriſt really plange them in the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt? Are we not expreisly told that the 
ſvirit was poured on them? And I ſhould be 


glad to know, by what rule of interpretation, 
we muit make b2ptize fignify pouring upon in the 


one claufe of a verſe and plunging in the o- 


ther? To make it read conſiſtently, we muſt 


read it thus—* I poured water upon you, but 
he ſhall pour upon yon the holy Ghoſt; or ra- 
ther, There is no reference here to the mode of 
baptiſ;a at all, but to the materials of it ini- 
tated you into my faith by water, but he ſhall 

mitiate you by the Holy Ghoſt. | 
Mr M*Lean is equally unhappy in his at- 
tempts at wit in the application of the word pour- 
ed, which he ſays, © anſwers only to liquids, 
not perſons.“ Every body knows, that the 
Engliſh word puer has ſometimes cut and ſome- 
times hn aixed to it, as the fenie and con- 
ſtruction require. Mhen applied to pei ſons, it 
has pon affixed, Let this be done in the paſ- 
apes he quotes, and the impropriety diſappears. 
8 Add 


— — 
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Add to this, that water is evidently ſuppoſed 
in many paſſages where the verb baptize occuis, 
whether you render it p/unge pour, or fprinkle, 
Thus © baptized into Chriſt” cannct be ren- 
dered * plunged into Chriſt' without implying 


iu ter. Let this gentleman only allow the ſame 
liberty to others, and all the paſſages he quotes 
can be rendered either of the ways mentioned, 


with equal propriety. Thus“ Teach all nati- 
ons, pouring water ufon them into the name, 
Sc. And had water poured “ upon them by 
„John in Jordan. He that believeth and has 
© water poured upon him.” The fame may 
be ſaid of the word /primble, © Sprinkling 


„them with water into the name, Sc. — He 
muſt be ignorant of the language indeed, who 


knows net that many phraſes in one language 
cannot bear a literal tranſtation into another; 
but muſt be tranſlated in different terms and 


phiraſes, according to the ſenſe of the paſſage, 


and the analogy of the langvage into which it 


is tranflated. Had this been attended to, this 


long ſtring of quibbles on the word Gapt:z? 

would never have feen light. 
Equally abſurd is his criticiſm on the Greek 
& and i at the bottom of p. 62. Ilie avers 
| that 
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that botli muſt be rendered the ſame way when 
ſpeaking of baptiſm; and that becauſe, in this 
caſe, «« cannot be rendered with, neither can. 
„% be fo tranſlated. Yet this ſame writer ren- 
ders them differently, the one in, the other in- 
; and that u and « have very different ſenſcs, 
even when baptiſm is the ſubject, is clear from 
tue paſſages he refers to. Is it poſſible to con- 
ceive that « prefized to 537 has the ſame ſenſe 
with etc prefixed tO rov Moc Or x#orev ? The for- 

zer always fignifies in, with or by; the latter, in- 
tz or 2470 the name, profeſſion or faith of Moſes 
or Chriſt. Again, when « is prefixed to rar 


word baptize be tranſlated, whether plunge, 
farinkle or ppur upan. Thus © he ſliall plunge, 
* dip, ſprinkle: or pour upon you in the Holy 
« hoſt“ would be conſummate nonſenſe. Yet 
© he ſhall plunge in the Holy Ghoſt“ is the 
verſion given us by this critic's rule Miſer- 
able, abſurd, and deipicable criticiſm, | 
us As to his zd and 4th argumente, taken from 
22 the circumſtances of our Lord's baptiſm and 
that of the Eunuch, together with the places 
ek where John baptized, we have already found 
ers hem inconcluſive, and ſhall therefore proceed 
hat 2 4 to 


g 
it cannot be rendered in, whatever way tlie 
e 
0 
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to conſider his 5th, taken from the alluſions, 
which the apoſtles make to baptiſm, 

Paul alludes to, or rather plainly expreſſes, 
the action of baptiſm by various phraſes, as waſh. 
ing, /prickiing, pouring upon Wc. ; but, this gen- 
tleman only finds one phraſe, in which he ima- 
gines any ſuch alluſion appears, viz. “ buried 


| | & with him by baptiſm, wherein alſo ye are ri. | 
It * ſen with him.” Here, he !wppoſes, that there 
| muſt be a literal burial in baptiſm, to give 3 
| full ſenſe to this phraſe; or that we muſt be 


| literally buried under water, as Chriſt was un- f 
U der the earth. But here it muſt be obſerved, t 
"nm that Paul ſays alſo, at the very fame time, that Ne 
| i we are © baptized into Chriſt's death,” or © are t! 
. ei planted into the likeneſs of his death,” Rom. f 

| vi. 3, f. which likeneſs of his death he expreſ- In 
q fly calls crucifixion, ver. 6. * Knowing this that I v 
3 « our old man is crucified with him.” Hence, M 
* he ſays, © we are dead with Chriſt, and cruc- N20 
« fied with him ;” and that in baptiſm; Now ic 
will it not follow hence, that, if to give propri- vo 
ety to the phraſe buried with him in baptiſm,” Wer 
we muſt be literally buried, when baptized, toWave 
give propriety to the phraſes, © dead with Chril 
we and crucified with him,“ there mult be a k 
1 f tera 


\ 
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teral death and crucifixion in baptiſm ; other- 
wile it is no proper ſign of the thing ſignified? 
Thus by equal farce of argument, we muſt con- 
clude, that Mr M*Lean's baptiſm “ is no in- 
«4 ſtitution of Chriſt, but a mere human ordi- 
„ nance,“ ſince in it there is no. literal death, 

nor any ſign of the crois.— The truth is, Paul 
bs not {peaking of the mode, but of the great 
e end and deſign of baptiſm. 

4 Finally, the practice of the churches, ſoon 
e after the apoſtolic period, has been adduced in 
ſupport of dipping ; and it is readily. admitted 
that this mode was commonly praftited in theſe 
churches. But this argument will go for no- 
thing, when. it is conſidered 1it, 'Dhat immer- 
m. ion was one of the modes of baptiſin, and the 
e- mot perfect application of water to the body; 
nat which might give occaſion to ſuch critics as Mr 
ce [Lean to argue that it is the only proper modo. 


ic, Bathing was, and {til is, a common prac» 
o etc in theſe warm climes; which circumſtance 
pri-Ivould naturally induce them to uſe this mode 
m, Nenerally in baptiſm; from whence bigots might 
, toFaver that this is the only mode of divine ap- 
\riltEpointment. But that this was not the general 
a k-Mopinion of theſe churches is certain. For, 3dly, 
era although 


mind of a. man purified by the merits of Chriſt, 
© Nor let any one think it ſtrange that the ſick 


* be clean, &c, Alſo it is faid, Numb. xix. 19 
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although they generally uſed immerſion in bap- 

tiſm, yet they contidered perfuſion or ſprink. MW 
ling as lawful alſo, as is clear from many of MW: 
their writings. 1 ſhall only quote a pailage MW 
from Cypriar's anſwer to one Magnus, who wrote 


to him deſiring his opinion on this point, he. 
tells him * that as far as he could conceive, he 


© appr2hended that the divine benefits could in. 


© no wife he mutilated, or weakened, nor that. 
© lefs thereof could be beſtowed, where the di-. 


vine gifts are received with a found and full 


© faith, c. For in baptifm, the ipots of ſin R 
Care walhed away otherwiſe than the filth of 1 
© the body in a ſecular and carnal bath is, in 

© which: there is need of a feat to fit upon, of by 


* a vat to wall in, of foap and other ſuch in-Mny 


* predients, that ſo the body may be wathed WW: 
© and cleanſed; but in another manner is the be, 
© heart of a believer waſhed, otherwiſe is the 


© when they are baptized, are only perfuſed or 
© ſprinkled, ſince the ſcripture fays by.the Pro- 
* phet Ezekiel, Chap. 36. ver. 25, 26. I will 
© ſprinkle clean water upon you, and ye ſhall 
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25. — That ſoul ſhall be cut off from Ifrael , 
. MW becauſe the water of aſperſion has not been 
{ W' fprinkied on him. Again, the Lord ſaid to 
: WM Moſes, Numb. viii. 6. 7. Take the Levites 
and cleanſe them—ſprinkle water of purifying 
e upon them. Ani again, the water of aſper- 
e fron is purification. From whence, it appesrs 
n that ſprinkling is ſufficient inſtead of immer- 
t gon, and whenſoever it is done, if there be a 
ſovnd faith—it is perfect and comp/cle. 

To this we may add, that the church of 
Rome, is the firit, we read of, that called in 
qn2{tion the validity of baptiſm by perſuſion. 
There the ordination of Novation to be a preſ- 


bytec was oppoſed by all the clergy, and by ma- 
ny of the lait-, as Cor nelius in his epiſtle to Fa- 
ed of Antiochi tells us, becauſe he had been 
he baptlzed by perſuſion or ſpeinkling. 80 early 
the Wei the feeds of luperftition take root tu the 
iſt. Roman church! 

ick Upon the whole, the divine wiſdom ſhines 
 oreon!/picuous in tbe inſtitutionofbaptiſm. Chriſt's 
ro- commands are not grievous : his yoke is eaſy 
will Wand his burden is light. Chriſtianity was in- 
hallſtendled to be the religion of all climes and na- 
19 / Pons, and of nien of every ſtate of body, health- 
20, | ful 
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ful and ſickly, valid and infirm. But if our 
Lord had made immerſion effeniial to his bay. 


tiſm, it is ealy to fee, that his yoke would have 


been grievous, as there are many climes of the 
earth and ſtates of the human body, in which 


plunging would be highly dangerous. What 


wiſdom and goodnefs, then, appears in an in- 
ſtitution, which preſcribes nothing hurtful to 
the body, while it would fave the foul! There 
were diverſe modes of baptiſm of old. Jefus 


has left it to his diſciples to uſe either of theſe 
modes, as {hall be found moſt convenient. In 


this caſe, though Mr M*Lean blames our tran— 


'flators for leaving the Greek baptizo untranſla- 
ted in our engliſh verſion of the new teſtament, 
in this inſtance they have aQed wich jndgment, 


Waſhing, indeed, might perhaps have anfwered 


the purpoſe; but no other engliſh word could 
have conveyed the true ſenſe of the origiaal. 


I ſhall only add on this part of the fubje&, 


that notwithitanding the baptiſts ftickle fo much 


concerning the mode of baptiſm, no ſect what- 


ever deviates ſo widely from ſcripture and com- 
mon ſenſe in the performance of it. In common 
life, when one intends to waſh or bathe: his 
body or any thing elſe by immerſing it in wate\ 


he 
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he puts no covering of any kind upon it. The 
ews, Mahometans and Bramins in their religi— 
ous immerſions always perform the ceremony 
naked. When Moles waſhed or baptized the 
prieſts at the door of the tabrrnacle, Lev. viii. 7, 
8 he put no cloths on them till the ſacred rite 
hal been performed. The Ruffians baptize by 
im merſion to this day; but the baptized are 
unclothed. Indeed how can a body be waſhed 
therwife? Immerſing one with his cloths on 
my waſh the garment but not the man. Will 
ny perſon act ſuch a part in common life? Or 
5 there a ſcripture- example for it? In this re- 
et the common mode has propricty in it. 
I: applies water to the face or head, an unco- 
ered part of the body, not the garment. The 
ptiſts, properly ſpeaking, waſh or baptize the 
arment and not the man. | 

Finally, the baptiſts boaſt much of the prac- 

iſe of the firſt churches after the apoſtles as 
onfirming the argument for immerfion. But - 
hey certainly know alſo that theſe churches 
ed the triple immerſion, as the Ruſtians do 
ll; or they plunged /i in the name of the 
Father; again, in the name of the Son; and, 
liraly, in the name of the Holy Ghoſt. Is this not 
as 
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as ſtrong an argument for the triple immerſion 


as for immerſion itſelf? Perhaps both may have 
an equal claim to apoſtolical authority. Wh, 
then, do we retain the one and abandon the 
other? 

We ſhall now proceed to conſider 


The SUBJECTS of BAPTISM. 


The baptifſts confine this inſtitution to belier. 
ing adults, and triumph over ſuch as practiſe in- 
fant-baptiſm. For this practice, they tell us, 
we have neither precept nor example in the 
new teſtament, and conſequently we are guilty 
of will. auarſhip in obſerving a human Inſtituti- 
on, as a part of religious worthip. Theſe 
are very heavy charges indeed. We hall ex- 
amine the juſtneſs of them afterwards. In the 
meantime let us fee, whether they may not, 
with equal force, be retorted upon the accuſen 
themfelves. | | 

Suppoſing, for a moment, that we can ne- 
ther thew precept nor example in the new teſ- 
tament for infant-baptiſm, the baptiſts them- 
ſelves will be as much at a lofs to produce a fin- 

| ole 
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gle inſtance of their preſent practice of adult- 
baptiſm from that ſacred book. That the a- 
poſtles were commanded to baptize adult Jews 
or heathens, on their profeſſing the faith of 
Chriſt, and that we have many inſtances ef 
this practice in the new teſtament, is admitted 
but this is nothing to the purpoſe. The bap- 
tiſts not only baptize ſuch adults as were never 
baptized before; but alſo the adult offspring of 
believers, and ſuch as were baptized in their 


For this they have neither precept nor example, 
us, Although the ſacred hiſtory of the chriſtian 
the MW church reaches downwards to at leaſt thirty 


ily ears after her firſt erection on the day of peu- 


ut. tecoſt, during which period many infants of 
geſe ! believing parents muſt have grown up to an a- 
ex. ult age, yet we have not one fingle inſtance, 
the in all that hiſtory, of the adminiſtration of bap- 
not MW tif: to any adults, ſprung of believing parents. 
nen It, then, infant-baptiſm was not practiſed at 
that time, it muſt appear ſtrange, that there is 
ne no inſtance on record of any one born of be- 
def. levers applying for baptiſm, when come to a- 
nen- dult age. Had we but one example of this kind 
m- would be deciſive on this point: and ſurely 
ge G if 


infancy in the name of the Lord Jeſus Chrift. 


baptiſts, who in this reſpect walk without any 


in the name of the Lord Jeſus. No ſuch prac- 
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if there had been any ſuch a cafe, we might 
expect at leaſt to find one fuch on record. The 
ſilence of the ſcriptures, then, on this point, 


affords a ſtrong preſumption that the children 
of believers were baptiſed in infancy, and con- 


ſequently it furniſhes us with a very powerful 


argument againſt the preſent practice of the 


example in the footſteps of the flock of Chriſt, 
—The ſame may be ſaid of their re-baptizing 
ſuch as, in their infancy, have been baptized 


tice is examplified in any part of ſacred writ, f 
Thus, in theſe reſpects, the baptiſts have no 
ground to glory over their opponents. Want 
of ſcripture- precept or example for their practice i 
is at leaſt as ſtrong againſt the one as the other, 1 

As to the charge of will-worſhip in obſerving a 
a human inſtitution as a religious ordinance, it 6 
is without foundation. That baptiſm is a di- Z 
vine inſtitution 1s allowed on both ſides. To " 
apply this to infants may be a miſapplication ot n 
abuſe of the ordinance of Chriſt ; but this 5 5 
the worſt that can be ſaid of it. To miſapply i 
an inſtitution is not to change the nature of it 4 


but to miſtake its intention. Baptiſm, then 
| b 


* 
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is ſtill a Civine ordinance, although men may 


abuſe it, or through miſtake apply it to an im- 


proper ſubject. —1 may add, that if the miſap- 
plication of an ordinance of Chriſt can tranſ- 
form it into a mere human inſtitution, as the 
baptiſts aver, then they themſelves cannot plead 


mnocence, Real believers iy, according to 
their ſcheme, have a right to baptiſm. Now 
can any baptizer among them, in this caſe, a- 
ver that he has never miſapplied baptiſm in a- 


ny inſtance ? It is indiſputable, that they have 


plunged many, who were yet in the gall of bit- 


terneſs and bond of iniquity, and conſequently, 


on their own principles, have been guilty of the 


very crime, ſo virulently charged againſt their 
opponents. If they alledge in their own vin- 
dication, that this is done through miſtake, 
and not from any diſhoneſt intention; why do 


they not make the ſame allowance for others, 


who, I dare lay, are as honeſt in applying bap- 
lilm to infants, as the baptiſts are in applying 
that inſtitution to unworthy adults? Both par- 
ties may miſtake the proper ſubjects of baptiſm, 


in many inſtances ;. but neither have any inten- 
tion of changing the ordinance of Chriſt into 


a human inſtitution. 


G 2 Thus 
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Thus far we have ſeen both parties on a le. 
vel. Let ns now cxamine the ſcriptures, that 
we may ſee whether any light, ariſing from 
then, leads to the uſage of infant-baptiſm. 

In the firſt place, here, it is neceſſary that 
we ſhould conſider the eommiſſion itſelf “ Go 
« ye and diſciple all nations, baptizing them in 
*« the name of the Father,” Sc. According 
to theſe words, the nations are the ſubjects of 
baptiſm, and no nation is excluded. Accor- 
dingly the apoſtles began to execute this com- 
raiſon at Jeruſalem, among the Jews firſt, and 
afterwards among the Gentiles of all nations, 
That they baptized adults, profeſſiing the faith 
of Chriſt, is allowed on all hands: the queſtion 
is, Whether this commiſſion extends to in- 
fans. © | 

In anſwer to this queſtion, we muſt obſerve, 
That baptiſm ſtands in the ſame place in the 
new ſtate of the church, that circumciſion fil- 
led in the old. Both are religious inſtitutions: 
both intended as ſolemn initiations into the 
church of the living God. In this light the 
apoſtles underſtood baptiſm. So Paul calls it 
the circumciſion of Chriſt;“ as is clear from 
Colof. ii. 11, 12. In whom alſo ye are cir- 

© cumciſed 
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« camciſed—by the circumciſion of Chriſt, bu- 
« ricd with him in baptiſm.” The Judaizers 
in the church of Colofle ſtrenuouſly maintained 
the neceſſity of circumciſion in order to obtain 
ſalvation. Very well, fays Paul; in this reſpect 
chriſtians are alſo complete in Chriſt. The cir- 
cumciſion mentioned in the law is twofold, one 
made by hands in the fleth; the other the cir- 
cumciſion of the heart,“ made without hands, 
jn putting off the body of the fins of the 
« feſh.“ In the ſame manner, In Chriit we 
have the circumciſion of the heart or ſpirit, 
conſiſting in putting off the body of the fins of 
the fleih, or in giving. up the old man to be 
crucified with him; and #lfo. an external fign 
of this in the baptifin of water applied to the 
body, Thus in Chriſt we have a full circumci- 
ſton. Putting off the old man with his deeds is 


the thing ſignified by the circumciſion of the. 


fleth z- and the ſame is-fignificd by baptiſm, 
This ſhews us, by the bye, the abſurdity of 
the Quakers argument from this text , againſt 


water-baptiſm. Say they, the circurncifion of 


Chriſt is expreſsly ſaid not to be made with 
hands; conſequently his baptiſm is not of wa- 
ter, as it is applied by the hand. Now i there 


G 2 be 
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be any force in this argument, it will equally 
conclude againſt circumciſion in the fleſh as a. 
gainſt the baptiſm of the fleſh. Theythemſelves 
allow, that the carnal circumciſion was a divine 
appointment under the law. Yet the prophets 
told the Jews that this availed nothing without 
the circumciſion of the heart. Deut. xxx. 6. 
Jer. iv. 4. Paul ſays the ſame thing“ Circum- 
« cifion is that of the heart, in the ſpirit, and 
« not of the letter. Neither is that circumci- 
% ſion, which is outward in the fleſh.” He 
and Peter alſo ſays the ſame thing of the bap- 
tiſm of Chriſt—It is“ not made with hands; 
« jt is not the putting away the filth of the fleſh, 
0 hat the anſwer of a good conſcience.” How 
ſtupid is, it then, to conclude that citcumciſi- 
on of the fleſh was a divine ordinance, while 
baptizing the fleſh is not ſo! Do not the ſcrip- 
tures ſpeak of both in the ſame ſtyle? The ſenſe 
is obvious to every man of plain underſtanding 
— The putting off the old man is the truth or 
true ſenſe of circumciſion and baptiſm ; and 
conſequently no man is truly baptized or cir- 
| eumciſed, while theſe inſtitutions have only 
reached his fleſh. The heart is the proper ſud- 


ject of both, Yet this does not ſay, that thele 
: external 
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external ſervices were not of divine appointment 
as figures of the inward effects of the ſpirit. 
Although it ever was true, that he is not a Jew 
who is only ſo outwardly, yet it was allo true, 
that he is not a Jew who is not ſo outwardly, 
or who is not circumciſed in the fleſh.— So- 
phiſtry and falſe reaſoning have miſled the 
Quakers as well as others. 

2dly, That the apoſtles underſtood baptiſm 
as a fign of the fame nature and import with 
circumciſion, is evident from what has been 
ſaid. We now add, that hence they found 
baptiſm and circumciſion on the ſame promiſe. 
Be you circumciſed, ſaid God to Abraham, be- 
cauſe the covenant or promiſe is to you and 
your ſeed after you, in their generations, for 
an everlaſting covenant Gen. xvii. 5—14. In 
the ſame phraſeology ſpeaks Peter on the day 
ef Pentecoſt, Acts ii. 38, 39. © Be baptized 
* for the promiſe is to you and to your child- 


*ren.” Hence Paul ſays that Abraham “ re- 


"ceived the ſign of circumciſion, a ſeal of the 


righteouſneſs of the faith.” It was an exter- 


nal ſign of his faith in the promiſe of that ſeed, 


in whom he and all the ſeed of Hrael ſhould be 


the righteouſneſs of God. Such is the promiſe, 
in 
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in the faith of which Abraham and his. ſeed 
were circamciſed ; and ſuch is the promiſe in 


the faith of which: we are Baptized. Hence 


the bieſing or promiſe which we receive in 
Chriſt is called “ the bleſſing of Abraham,” to 
ſhew that circumciſion and baptiſm ſtand upon 


the fame promiſe. 
Zaly, The apoſtles and all that believed 
thro' their word knew very well, that the pre- 


miſe being to Abraham and his ſeed entitled 


his children to circumcifion in "infancy. In We. 
this cafe, it is eaſy to fee, that ſince now they Mz 
were commanded to extend the promiſe to al MW, 
that ſhould believe in all nations, they muſt ua 
neceſſarily concludes, that this promiſe extend 
ed equally to their children, ſo as to give them 
a title to baptiſm, the circumciſion of Chriſt 


Thus they muſt have concluded, unleſs there 
be found ſomething in the commiſſion prodi-Were 
biting ſuch a concluſion. But it is evident that 


the commiſſion does not confine baptiſm to 
dults. It charges them to initiate the nations 
into his faith by baptizing them, juſt as Abr 
ham was circumciſed as a ſign of his faith. Nov 
by faith Abraham was not circumciſed himſe 


"only, but alſo his infant-ſeed in conſequence d 
his 
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dis faith: conſequently, ſince there is nothing 


in the commiſſion limiting baptifm more than 


circumciſion, it is impoſſible that the apoſtles 
ſhould not conclude, that they were warranted 
bo extend baptiſm to the infants of belicyers, 
| WH is well as to believers themſelves. —To this we 
may add 
ach, If the apoſttes had not baptized the 
* Winfant-feed of believers, the Jews would have- 
certainly murmured at their conduct. They 
ſet an high value on circumciſion. Even after 
they had believed in Chriſt, they were weaned: 
vith much difficulty from a rite to which they 
had been ſo long accuſtomed. Many diſputes 
this attachment gave birth to in the churches 
of Chriſt, To allay theſe contentions, among 
it ether arguments adduced by Paul, he tells them 
ce that in Chriſt we have the true circumciſion, 
di- Wren that of the heart; and alſo an external 
gn in baptiſm of our connexion with Abraham, 
*Wcing the children of his faith, and ſo heirs ac- 
ording to the promiſe. Now ſuppoſing bap- 
Im to have been prohibited to their infant- 
dren, they would not have failed to avail 
bemiſelves of this circumſtance as invalidating 
Wc apoſile's argument, People ſo tenacious of 
their 
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their antient rights, and fo acute in finding ob. 
jections againſt Paul's reaſonings, would undoubt. 
edly have employed an objection ſo powerful 
and at the ſame time ſo obvious. The promiſe 
and its ſeal was given to Abraham's infant- off. 
ſpring as well as to himſelf, but now you confine 

it to us, while our infants are conſidered as a- 
liens and unclean, having no right to the pro- 
mife or to the ſign of that right. How, then, 
does baptiſm fill the place of circumciſion ?— 
Had the apoſtles prohibited infant-baptiſ! m, this 
objcction would have certainly been produced 
by the Jews againſt their practice; and, in this 
caſe, we might ſurely have expected to find 
fuch an objection and its anſwer on record. But ; 
as wo have no hint of any fuch objection ſtart- 
ed in any part of the new teſtament writings, 
we have even reaſon to conclude, that none 


ſuch was ever made, and conſequently that 
there was no foundation for it in the apoſto- 
lic practice. 

If it be ſaid, how came the apoſtles to bap 
tize females, provided they viewed the law 0 
circumcilion as aſcertaining the ſubjects of ba 
tiſm, ſince no female was circumciſed by tht 
law of Moies. The anſwer is obvious. 800 


a 
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45 the ſpirit taught them, that © there is neither 
« malenor female in Chriſt Jeſus,” orthat chri- 


" Whtianity has levelled all fuch Diſtinctions among 
mankind, they mult have known alſo that every 
e ex has an equal title to baptiſm and all the 
. other ordinances of the goſpel. Had the fa- 
© Wnile ſex been denied baptiſm, there ſhould 
Wil have been male and female in Chriſt Jeſus. 
- W This, however, is but an extenſion of a right, 
"Wnt an infringement of it; and conſequently 
could furniſh no objection. to ſuch as were ten- 
W Wxcious of it, as the prohibition of infant baptiſm 
a would have done.—Female-baptiſm, too, was 
dis practiſed under the law, | 
"OY cthly. Jeſus had informed the apoſtles, be- 
ee his death, that little children ihould be 
* conſidered as members of the kingdom of God; 
5" MN and at the ſametimelaidhis handson little children 
one nd blefſed them. Now laying on of hands was 
* a divine inſtitution, a ſign of conveying the 
ö 


ſpirit, or ſome blefling, the fruit of the ſpirit, 
When Jeſus, therefore, laid his hands on little 
children and bleſſed them, he thereby ſhewed 
his apoſtles, that children were capable of re- 


* ceiving the ſpirit, and alſo of receiving a vi/b/e 
* gu of their being members of the kingdom of 


God 
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God. In this caſe, when their maſter cem. 
manded his apoſtles to initiate the nations intb 
his kingdom by baptiſm, it is impoffible that 
they could conſider infants as excluded from 
that right, or incapable of receiving the viſible 
ſign of admiſſion to a kingdom, made up of lit. 
tle children, when they had heard their maſter 
declare that of ſuch is the kingdom of God, 
and had ſeen him admmiſter an ordinance tc 
them expreflive of this truth. They could na 
have interpreted the commiſſion otherwiſe, wi 
leſs it had expreſsly limited baptiſm to adult 
excluſive of their children, which it does notMY i 
If there be little children in the kingdom e 
God, it will be hard to ſhow, why they may! 
not receive the inſtituted ſign of admiſlion tt! 
that kingdom. 
6thly, Every law, given to a people in general 

is conſidered as binding the ſon as well as th 
father, infants and adults, provided it containgr 
no exceptionary clauſe. This is the caſe all thi" 
world over. A king iſſues an edict for levying i 
tax on every ſubject of his kingdom. In this cal 
- ſubjects of every deſcription muſt be ſuppoſed e 
be included; and ſo the tax-gatherers muſt ne 

-ecfarily explain the law. Had the king inten; 
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ed any particular claſs to be exeemed, he would 
have ſpecified the clas in this edict. The ſame 
may be ſaid of an att granting a privilege to 
to the ſubject. If none be poſlitively exclud- 
le ed, all are ſuppoſed to be included. Thus we 
MW daily explain the acts of our Britiſh Parliament: 


and are the edicts of infinite wiſdom dictated 
with lefs preciſion ? To ſuppoſe this would be 
abſurd, But in the law enjoining baptiſm no 
deſcription of perſons are excepted on account 
nM of age; and conſequently all muſt be ſuppoſed 
ul to be included. This will be ſtill more evident, 
if we obſerve, 

7thly, That, in every ſyſtem of law, child- 
ten are conſidered as ſo connected with and in- 
cluded in their parents, that they have no ſe- 
parate exiſtence as objects of law. Every where 
erate ſon, while a child, enjoys every legal pri- 
vilege in the right of his father; and if he tranſ- 
freſs a law, the father only is amenable to juſ- 
ice for it. The ſon having no legal exiſtence 
yingWiſtin&t from the father, law makes the parent 
is calfeſponſible for the faults of the child as well 
fed Ws for his own. Such are the laws of men: and 
ich was the law of God given to Ifrael. 
atenF be law given to the fathers included their 
H children 
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children in all rejpects. The bleſſing and the 
curſe extended to the fruit of their body as well 
as to their own perſons. . So ſays Moſes, Deut. 
XXIX. 10, 11, 12. © Yeſtand this day all of you 
„before the Lord All the men of Iſrael, your 
little ones, your wives That thou ſhould. 
"eſt enter into covenant with the Lord thy 
* God,” Sc. Many of theſe little ones knew 
nothing of the matter; yet in the right of their 
parents they had a title to the promiſed bleſſings, 
and to circumciſion, the inſtituted ſign of this 
title. Thus they became a part of the holy na- 
tion, and had a right to be educated in the 
knowledge of the holy law. This is the foun- 


dation of theſe ſtrong injunctions laid on the | 
fathers in Iſrael, to © teach the commandments} ; 
« of God diligently to their children.” Deut. 
Xvi. 6, 7. By circumciſion they were bound tq g 
keep the law, which could not be done, with 
out the knowledge of it. Hence the proprietj 
of teaching them this knowledge. 


c! 


WI 
Thus matters ſtood under the law of Moſeſf ;., 
with reſpect to parents and children, Thug „, 


matters ſtood long before the law. Abrahay;, 
and his ſeed were conſidered as one. The pre wh 
miſe was to both; and both received the fi hen 
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ef circumciſion, the ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 


faith in that promiſe, let us now ſce whether 
there be any hint in the new teſtament, where- 
vpon we can eſtabliſnh a diſtinction between the 
believing parent and his ſeed, ſo as that the one 


5 is to be counted hi and the other uuclean. 
7 When Peter called the Jews to repentance 


towards God and faith towards our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, he exhorts them to be baptized. The 
reaton he aſſigns is—** Becauſe the promiſe is 
« to you, and to your children.“ This is the 
very language of the old teitament—Lhe lan- 
guage addrefled to Abraham, when he and his 
W-Y feed were about to be circumciſed. In this 
tel ſenſe the Jews muſt undoubtedly have under- 
ut ftood Peter, unleſs he had explained his words 
cut. ſo as to exclude this ſenſe :; which he nowhere 
d 10 does. —Here it is vain to tell vs that the word 


chüdren does not always ſignify infants. This 
is incorteſtibly evident, But the queſtion is 
waethcr the word children can have any other 
enſe in this paſſage. Peter ſpeaks to all, who 
were c-pable of hearing him and of underſtand- 
ing what he ſaid. Theſe he calls 30 Now 
whom can he poſlibly mean by children of theſe 


hearers, but the infant-ofipring which they ei- 
H 2 ther 


— 
— 
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ther had or might have? So any meſſenger 
would be underitood, who came, in the kirg's 
name, to proclaim that his maſter grants a cer- 
tain priviledge to them that heard him and to 
their children. Is it poſſible that any could 
miſsinterpret this commiſſion ?— No more could 
we miſtake the ſenſe of Peter's embaſſy, were 
we unwarped by the prejudices of party. 

Now if the promiſe being to the hearers be 
a reaſon for thus ſubmitting to be baptized, it 
muſt alſo be a reaſon for baptizing the children; 
fince the promiſe is ſaid to be equally to both, 
and this is made the foundation of baptiſm, 


t 


The baptiſts would make Peter a weak reaſon- , 


er indeed. According to them, he ſoys to bis. 


zudience ! The promiſeistoyou” thereforebe 9 
ye baptized: the promiſe is alſo to your little, 
ones, thcrefore let them not be baptized! 
Spirit of party : What havock haſt thou made 
of the ſcriptures ! 

To evade the force of the argument draw 
from this text, Mr M*Lean pretends, that the 
promiſe here mentioned © is the promiſe of th 
« Holy Ghoſt ſpoken of by the prophet Joe 
and not the promiſe given to Abraham and hi 
ſeed.” What a weak commentary is this | Thi 


ba 
fail 


write 
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writer himſelf admits, that Joel in that paſsage 
ſpeaks of the ſpirit of prophecy, or the extra- 
ordinary and miracalous gifts of the Holy Gholt. 
Now theſe miraculous gifts were not conferred 
on all believers, even in the apoſtoke.age, net- 
ther were they intended.to. be continued in the 
church in future periods. In this caſe, how 
could Peter give this promiſe as a ground and 
motive for ſubmitting to baptiſm? If this be 
the promiſe which is to us and our children, 
in the faith of which chriſtians are baptized, 
then baptiſm mult either have been. peculiar to 
the apoſtolic ape, or all fiace that time have: 
been baptized in the faith of a lie; ſince no- 
ſuch promiſe is accompliſhed to us now. I ſup- 
poſe the baptiſts themſelves will not pretend 
that they have received an ſuch. gifts at their 
baptiſm. How, then, can they aver that the 
faith of rectiving theſe gifts is the general foun- 
dation for baptiſm? The truth is, that promiſe 
n Joel had already its accompliſhment, in tha 


Wextraordinary effuſſion of the Spirit upon the 


poltles- and diſciples, Acts. ii. This Peter a- 
ders, and quotes the promiſe on purpoſe to. prove 
lis declaration: and conſequently this is no 


Ss Ws 
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the promiſe which is here ſaid to be to all be- 
hevers in all ages. 

But if we take the promiſe here to intend all 
the ſaving influences of the ſpirit, then it is the 
very promiſe given to Abraham and his ſeed; 
for this promife of the ſpirit received by faith 
is expreſsly called © the bleſſing of Abraham, 
* which is come upon the Gentiles,” by which 
they become “ heirs according to the promiſe.“ 
Gal. iii. 14. 29. It remains, then, that the 
promiſe to us and our children is the very pro- 
miſe given to Abraham, the promite of falvati- 
on by the ſeed, in whom all nations are bleſſed. 
This is the promiſe of which Peter ſpeaks, as 
Mr McLean himſelf may ſee if he will read on- 
wards to the 25 verſe of the iii. chapter of the 
Acts“ Ye are the children of the promiſe, 
* and of the covenant which God made with 
our fathers, ſaying to Abraham, and in thy 
» ſeed fhall all the kindreds of the earth be 
v blefſed.” This is evidently the new covenan 


teſtament or promiſe, in which believers in all 
nations are concerned : and it is given to be 
lievers and their children as a foundation fc 
baptiſm, juſt as it was given to Abraham and 
dis infant-children as a foundation for circum 

| ciſor 
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ciſion. Is it poſſible, then, that the Jews could 
underſtand Peter as faying any thing elſe, but 
that the promiſe of Abraham. was to them and 
their infants and that both were under obliga- 
tions to be baptized, juſt as Abraham and his 
children were under obligations to ſubmit to 
circumcifion, in teſtimony of his faith in the 
promiſe ? It is certainly impoſſible they could 
have explained it otherwiſe, unleſs Peter had 
expresſly told. them that infantswere excluded 


pro- from baptiſm. 

vati- 8thly, In this idea of connection between be- 
fled, Nleving parents and their children Paul agrees 
with Peter. According to the law of Moſes, 
in Iſraelite was not allowed to marry an hea- 
ben: or if any did ſo, he was commanded to 
ut away his wife and the iſſue he had by her, as 
nclean or aliens from the commonwealth of 
Irael. Some members of the church of Co- 
nth were in doubt, whether this law was ſtill 


8, 28 
4 on- 
f the 
zmiſe, 
> with 
n thy 
rth be 


venantnding on Jews profeſſing chriſtianity. To 
in alis Paul anfwers, No ſuch law is now in force, 


to be r the unbelieving huſband is fanQified to 

jon fo the wife, and the unbelieving wife is ſancti- 
m and fed to the huſband ; elſe were your children 
ircum f unclean, but now are they hcly,” 1. Cor. vii. 

ciſio! | 14 
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14. Here the children of a believing parent 
are expreſsly called holy; and this holineſs is 
faid to be the reſult of their connection with 


ſuch a parent. All who believed the promiſe Y 
made to Abraham were /eparated from the 88 
heathen, by that faith, to the ſervice of the 2 
true God, before Chriſt came. This ſepara & 
tion is called holineſs : and this holineſs extend.” a 
ed to their feed no leſs than to themſelves, 4 


Thus they were diſtinguiſhed from rhe hea- 


Ne” or th 
thens, all of whom together with their ſeed, 


this | 
of tl 
only, 


were called unclean, or common that is, lying 
in the common maſs of mankind, not ſeparated 
to the ſervice of God by faith in the promiſed 


feed. Ihis was the ſtate of all the heathen. R 2 
then: this is their Rate ſtill. Theſe are th - 
people Peter calls “ common and unclean” in Dy 
Acts x. Such is the ſenſe of the word in the 4 1 
law of Moles. Now this holineſs and unclean» — 
eſs of the children is expreſsly ſaid to be deri ; 7 

ved upon them from their parents. The I * 
raelite believing the promiſe and obeying God them 
begat a holy child : the heathen in unbelief bes q wy 
gat a child unclean. Now Paul expreſaly ſays i 2 
that this is {till the caſe under the goſpel. The * 
3 


belicving parent has an noly child. Nor is this 
| impede 
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impeded by his connexion in marriage with 
z heathen, for the marriage-connexion, the 
ſource of offspring, is now ſanctiſied. The con- 
nexion is Holy, although the unbeliever be un- 
dean; the Moſaic law in queſtion being now 
aboliſhed, and marriage left on its original foot. 
-This ſays nothing about internal holineſs. It 
s the holyneſs of which the law ſpoke : an ex- 
ternal ſeparation for the ſervice of God, reſult- 
ing from a profeſſion of faith in the promiſe, 
or the goſpel preached to Abraham, whether 
this profeſſion was the offspring of the heart or 
ok the mouth only. Whether real or apparent 
only, it intitled the man and his intant-offspring 
to church-memberthip, or to be conſidered as 
holy, 

But it may be ſaid, ſuppofing that children. 
re to be conſidered as holy in the ſenſe men- 
toned, What argument can we draw from this 
n lavour of infant-baptiſm? I anſwer, Paul 
W 5 © now are they holy, 7. e. now you treat 
them as holy. Now we know, that Iſrael of 
a treated their children as holy by circumci- 

ing them. Had they not done fo, they would 
ee uſed them as unclean. In what ſenſe, 
len, could Paul ſay that the believing Corin- 
dhians 
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thians treated their children as holy, if the 
did not baptize them, or adminifter the fign of 
ſeparation from the world to them, the inſti. 
tuted badge of church-memberſhip? If they 


did not this, they certainly ufed them as un 


clean, or gave no evidence that they believed 


them to be holy. 


Galled with this troubleſome text, Mr M. 
Lean uſes every effort to explain away its ſenſe 
The holineſs here meant, fays he, is legiti 
macy. True, Sir; but not a legitimacy of th 


common kind. 'The offspring of Gentile-mar 
riages were legitimate, yet ftill unclean. Th 
legitimacy of the text, then, is the legirimac 
of the marriage of an Iſraelite, when his m 

riage was lawful, the offspring was not only | 
gitimate, or lawfully begotten, but they wer 
holy, or entitled to be conſidered as ſeparate 
to the ſervice of God in the right of the paren 
To tell a Jew, then, that his child is holy, 

not only telling hini that his ſon is lawfully be 
goiten, but that he is holy or entitled to cl 
cumciſton, the fign of church- memberſhip. l 
the ſame manner, to tell a Jew believing 

Chriſt that his children are holy, is to tell bi 


hat they have a right to baptiſm, the fig 
Fi 24 which 
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which is now the circumciſion of Chriſt. So 
trong a connection has this text with infant- 
baptiſm. 

Again, he avers that © the holineſs of the 
„children here is of the ſame kind with that 
of the unbelieving parents” “ becauſe their ho- 
neſs is inferred from the ſanctification of the 
believing parent. But how weak is this aſ- 
ſertion! Paul calls the children holy, wherea 
the unbeliever is unclean, having no right to 
church- memberſhip. He does not ſay that the 
ubeliever is holy: he only ſays that the mar- 
mge-conneCtion is holy, or that the unbeliev- 
ng wife is ſanctified in the relation ſhe ſtands 
u to the beheving huſband. His connection 
with her is holy; not herſelf : whereas the chil- 
(ren are expreſsly ſaid to be holy, in the law- 
knſe of the word, that is, not ſtrangers to, 
ut connected with the holy covenant given to 
braham, ſeparating him and his feed from the 
leathen. 

This argv ment may be farther illuſtrated by 
n inſtance taken from civil life. A Briton 
Worries a Jewels, who cannot inherit by the 
Wn: of his country. He doubts the legality of 
his 


Defence of be licvers baptiſm, p. 46. 
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his marriage - whether his iſſue by her can in. 
herit. He is told, That although his wife can. 
not inherit either in her own perſonal right nor 
by any right he can give her, yet as the Britiſh 
law does not prohibit his marrying a Jewe;, 
the marriage is Britiſh, or ſhe is britainified to 
him in that relation, ſo that his iſſue by her is 
conſidered not as Jews but Britons, and ſo can 
inherit the poſſeſſion of their father, according 
to law. The caſe is exactly in point: and it 
this caſe, it is eaſy to ſee, that the legitimac) 
of the child and that of the mother is not o 
the ſame kind. The child is a Brit ſth ſulje&t 
ſhe is not. The child can inherit, but ſhe can 
not It is prec-iſely ſo in the caſe before us 
The child is holy, i. e. a member of the viſibk 
church; the heathen mother is not. The chile 
has a right to the privileges of the viſible churct 
while his mother has no title of that kind. 
gthly, Agreable to the above view, chriſtia 
parents are exhorted to bring up their childre 
in the nurture and admonition of the Lord 
and children to obey their parents in the Lon 
Here, it is evident, both parents and childre 
are conſidered as in the Lord, or as chriſtian 


and fo bound to manifeſt their ſubjection 
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him by fulfilling their relative duties to one a- 
nother, as the Lord hath enjoined. This is ſo 
obvious, that Mr McFLean himſelf admits it, 
Here ſays he, © are exhortations to mutual 
duties betwixt parents and children, even as 
« het wixt huſbands and wives, maſters and ſer- 
 yants, Sc.“ But to evade the argument com- 
monly drawn from this, he adds, “the child- 
«ren here intended are not mere infants, but 
u believing children, viſible members of the 
& churches, and capable of receiving and obey- 
a ing the word of exbortation.“ “ Let us ſce 
here this interpretation will lead us.— Accord- 
ing to it, the children here addreſſed are viſible 
nembers of the churches, and ſo of adult age, 
3 none are viſible members of the church but 
Wir baptiſm, which according to this hypotheſis, 
Ws only adminiſtred to adults.—How ridiculous 
lis idea! It ſuppoſes, 1k, That children are in- 
W-pable of receiving either correction or inſtruc- 
Win of a religious kind till they come to adult 
e and be baptized; 2dly, That parents are nat 
und by this injunction to bring up their child- 
in the nurture and admonition of the Lord 
l they become adults; 3dly, That after we 
I graw 
Defence of beliver baptiſm. p. 75. 
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grow to men and women our parents are obliged 
to bring ur up again, or to make us infants! Theſe 
are the obvious conſequences cf this gentleman's 
interpretation. Yet, ſo inconſiſtent is error, 
he admits that “ the goſpel obliges chriſtian pa- 
rents to ſtudy the good of their children's 
* ſouls as well as of their bodies, to ſet a God- 
ly example before them, and to inſtru them 
« in the doctrines of the chriſtian faith.” Ve. 
ry juſt indeed. But are not the children at the 
ſame time obliged, by the ſame authority, to 
receive the inſtructions adminiſtered to them by 
the parents? If ſo, then they are under theſe 
obligations from the firſt moment, in which 
they are capable of receiving correction or in 
ſtruction. Does Paul ſay that parents are 0 
liged to inſtru, while children are not oblige 
to receive their inſtructions? Does he not e 
Hort both at the ſame time? or rather does h 
not begin with the duty of children ? 


The truth is; chriſtian parents are hereby "a 
bliged to teach their offspring the doctrines F;,, ,,. 
the Lord ſo ſoon as they are capable of ſuch iM 
ſtruction: and as the Lord has command oog 
children to obey their parents, this muſt be ea = | 
Jy taught them ſoon as they believe this, tba C., 
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will obey their parents in the fear of the Lord. 
All this they may be taught even at two or 
three years of age, and in many inſtances ſoon- 
er, Conſequently even then they are ſuppoſed 
to be in the Lord as parents are commanded to 
deal with them as in the Lord, and they to o- 
bey in the Lord. Nor does it avail any.thing 
to tell us, that“ the apoſtles were commanded 
«to teach all nations the doctrine of the Lord, 
« while the nations were conſidered as out of the 
« Lord,” * The ſcripture no where fays tha: 
the nations were in the Lord; whereas the child- 
ren in the above paſſages are conſidered as in 
the Lord as well as their parents. + 

The characters and offices in Eph. vi. 1, 7. 
Ec. will only apply to children under age. A- 
dults are commanded to be kind to their parents 
dut nowhere to obey them: nor can ſuch be 
1 2 „ ed 


» Defence, &c. p. 74. 

A ſerfible friend onrending the above very judiciouſly 
ks—"* Does it not merit regard in handling the argument 
tom this text that the exortation ſtands in an epiſtle ad- 
reſſed to a goſpel- church as ich Would not this evidently 
bppoſe the children there exhorted { who in defiance of all 
tibble were children yet to be brought up) to hare been 
derſtood as belonging to the matter, the viſible matter of 
ht Church?“ I dare ſay every unbyaſſed mind will, an- 
Ver in the affirmative, 


% —_ 
Fs: — 
* — — 
— — — 
— m 


| 
i 
| 
' 
| 
' 


422K 30 


N 


— 3 


100 Di ſertution en Baptiſin. 
viewed as the proper ſubjects of correction and 
inſtruction by parents as ſuch. Only children 
in non- age can be trained or brought up by pa- 
rents as ſuch; they too are the proper ſubjeci 
of parental chaſtiſement and inſtruction. It is 
then evident as ſun-ſhine, that infants and child. 
ren under age are the objects of Paul's exhor- 
tation. Theſe he conſiders as in the Lord, or 
holy. But holineſs ſprings from the promiſe, 
which alone ſeparates any perſon or thing for 
God. Conſequently Paul views children as con- MW, _ 
nected with the promiſe in which their parents 1 5 
have believed, elſe they would be unclean and %, 
not holy. Thus he eſtabliſhes the doctrine 
of Peter“ The promiſe is to you and your of th 
* children.” This is given as a reaſon of and 170% 
motive to baptiſm. If ſo to the parents it muſt z. 
de ſo to the children. 1 

But before we finiſh our examination of the W; 
apcſtolic commiſſion to baptize, the following. 
ebt-rvations will add much weight to our inter- pro 
pretation of it as extending to infants. Baptiſm which 
was no new inſtitution. It w: s practiſed under roſe) 
the old teſtament. We have already ſeen, that. Je 
the native Jews entered into the covenant oe bay 


eburch of God by water. Every infant, male 
7 and 


1 
} 
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and female, was baptized, or waſhed with wa- 
tr, in a religious view, ſoon after the birth. But 
re now. add, that every proſelyte from among. 
the heathen to the faith of Abraham was ad- 
nited into the church. by baptiſm alſo. The 
Talmud, the Gemera and Maimonides, all agree, 
in reſpect of the: manner of. initiating. both na- 
ave Jews and proſelytes. We ſhall only quote- 
Maimonides, tit. Tſuri bia. c. 13. By three things 
the Iſraelites. entered into the Covenant, by cir- 
umciſſon, baptiſm and ſacrifice... Again, In all. 
aver, whenſoever. any Gentile was williug do enter 
W into the covenant, and. io be gathered under the 
wings of the Shechinah, and to undertake the yoke. 
of the law, he was bound to have circumciſien, and 
lui, and a peace Mering (or as the gemara calls. 
the ſprinkling of blood ) and if it were a woman, 
aptiſm and ſacrifices He adds, the flronger that 
K arcumcifed and not. baptized, or baptized and not 
ircumciſed, is not truly a projelyte till he be. both, 

From.the above and many other teſtimonies, 
mich might be quoted, it is evident, that all 
roſelytes, male and female, were introduced to 
be Jewiſh church by baptiſm; and alſo, that 
te baptiſm of the native Jews was the pattern 
which the baptiſm of proſelztes. was regula. 
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ted, this practice was founded upon the law, 
Numb. xv. 15, 16. „ one ordinance ſhall be 
both for you of the congregation, and for Wl & 
** the ſtranger that ſojourneth with you; an or- 
** dinance for ever in your generations: asye 1 


* are ſo ſhall the ſtranger be before the Lord. MW 
One law, and one manner fl:all be for you Ml th 
and for the ſtranger that ſojourneth with you.” / 
By this law they conſidered themſelves bound in 
to receive proſelytes by circumciſion, baptiſm MW 
and ſprinkling of ſacrificial blood, as the Jews IM #: 
were entered into covenant by theſe three. or- 

Ainances. Circumcifion was inſtituted in the tio 
days of Abraham; baptiſm had been in ufe be- tt: 


fore his time: and when Ifrael were about to 
enter the covenant at Sinai they were not only 
baptized into Moſes in the ſea, but God, to 
prepare them for receiving the law, commands 
Moſes—“ Go unte the people, and fandiify 
« them to-day and to-morrow, and let the 
© waſh their clothes.” This Maimonides calls 
« baptifin uri bia, c. 13. Buptiſim was in the de 
fert before the giving of the lau, arcording os it 1 
foid, thou ſhait fonfiify them &r. Then, fina 

ly, they were ſprinkled with the bloed of the 
covenant. Fed. AAiv. 9. 
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t muſt be here obſerved, that the infants of 
;rofelytes were alſo baptized, both male and 
female, in the ſame manner as the infants of. 
the native Jews were. ſo ſays the gemara bab- 
1. tit. chetub, i. e. They baptize the little or 
yung flranger or preſelyte and the Gloſſe adds 
that the rulers of the conſiſtory take care of it, and 
ſo are made to him a father. So allo Maimonides,, 
in the forecited place, hey baptize the infant or 
little flranger upon the knowledge or profeſſion 4 
the houſe of judgment. 

From the above detail the following obſe erva- 
tions naturally occur, iſt, The apoſtolie bap- 
WM tim could. not appear a novelty to the Jews nor 
eren to the Gentiles, as baptiſm. had been a re- 
ligious ceremony among all nations. Accord= 
ingly we no where read of any of them viewing 
t in that light. 2dly, Nor could the Jews ob- 
ect to the admiffion of proſelytes to the cove- | 
nant of Abraham by baptiſm, as this had been 
ſo long practifed by themſelves. Nor do we, 
and them finding fault with this practice. They 
only objected. to the admiſſion of the Gentiles 
without circumcifion and a profeſſed obligation 
to keep the law. of Mofes. 3dly, In the com- 

| | miſſion 


ing circumciſion. 
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miſſion to baptize our Lord had no occaſion to 

ſpecify the baptiſm of females. As this had 

been. always practiſed in the church of God, 

the apoſtles muſt have underſtood: their com- 

miſſion as extending to women, unleſs he had: 
expreſsly limited it to men, as he did. in enjoin- 
Accordingly, without any; 
ſpecific mention of women in their commiſſion, 
their. hiſtory. informs that they adminiſtred bap- 
tiſm to. both ſexes. indiſcriminately. gqtbly,, 
Hence alſo we have the moſt. certain ſounda- 
tion for infant-baptiſm. in the chriſtian church. 
As the infants af believing parents had been 
always admitted to, baptiſm in the church of 
God before Chriſt came, proſelytes to his re- 
ligion muſt. neceſſarily have demanded. baptiſm: 
for their children; nor could the apoſtles have 
poſſibly, refuſed: their requeſt, unleſs their Lord: 
had expreſsly. prohibited them-—a- prohibition. 
nowhere to be found.. Indeed, nothing can be 
more evident than this, that. Jeſus never intend- 
ed to change the ſubjects or mode of baptiſm in 
uſe before he came in the fleſh. Had he intend- 
ed any ſuch alteration, he muſt undoubtedly 
have expreſſed his intention, and not have left 
his apoſtles in the dark in a matter of ſuch im- 
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pottance; particularly as they muft have bap- 
tized the infants of proſelytes without an ex- 
preſs prohibition, as this had been the univer- 
fl practice in the church, wherein they had 
been educated, and that by divine appointment. 
cthly, Hence alſo it is evident that baptiſm has 
not only kept the ſame place in the new teſta- 
nent ſtate of the church, which it held in the 
cd, but that it has alſo ſuperſeded circumci- 
hon and the ſprinkling, of blood. We have 
ſen that religious initiation was performed of 
old by a threefold ceremony, circumcifion, bap- 
tim and ſacrifice. Our Lord has choſen bap- 
tiſm to continue in his church, and alſo to an- 
ſwer all the purpoſe of the other two. This 1 is 
the ſole ceremony w hich: he has appointed in 
the initiation of diſciples into his church, and 
hence we can properly ſay that it has come in 
the room of circumciſion and the ſprinkling of 
Hood, or has uperfeded them, and ſupplies their 
place in the church, of God under the goſpel. 
That it is called © the circumciſion of Chriſt is 
clear from the paſſage above quoted. It is alſo 
"called the ſprinkling of the blood of Jeſus 
"Chriſt,” Apoſtates from the faith of Chriſt 
re faid to & count the blood of the covenant 
« wherewith 


1-6 A Differtation on Baptiſm. 
« wherewith they were ſanctiſied an unholy 
* thing.” * SanClification here muſt mean bap- 
tiſm, 
Some interpreters think, that Chriſt, and not the a. 
poſtate from chriſtianity, is here ſaid to be ſonfified by the 
blood of the covenant Heb. x. 29. as they cannot allow a- 
poſtates to have been ſanctified, or purified from ſin. But 
this otzeQtion originates in a miſtake of the meaning of 
the word ſanQification in this paſſage; wherein it can only 
mean an external dedication or ſetting apart of a per ſon to 
the ſervice of God. Even on their own hypotheſis, this 
can only be its fenfe. Chrilt had no ſin, and conſequently 
could not be cleanſed from it. When the father then is 
ſaid to ſanctify him and ſend him into the world, the 
meaning muſt be, he ſct him apart for his office: and 
when he is ſaid to ſanQifte himſelf, it means that he 
devoted himfclf to the ſervice alloted bim, by ſubmit- 
ting to be ſprinkled with the blood of his facrifice, ac- 
cording to the law of the prieſthood.—Again, the He- 
brews knew perfectly the meaning of ſanAtification by the 
blood of the covenant; as their fathers had been fo fancti- 
fied in the time of Moſes, who took the blood and ſmrinkicd 
it on all the people, faying, ** this is the blood of the co- 
« venant, &c.“ Now that Paul, in the verſe before us, 
refers to that tranſaction, I think it indifputably evident, 
This aſcertains its ſenſe. Moſes was fot apart to be me- 
diator in the covenant at Sinai, before he entered on the 
ofice. Hence, he did not ſpriakle the blood on bimſelf, 
but „on the people.” Paul, then, cannot mean, that 
Chriſt, acing as mediator of the better covenant, ſprinkled 
the blood on himſelf, but“ that he might fanctify the 
& people, with bis own blood, he ſuffered without the gate” 
— Bc ide 
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tiſm, as in no other ſenſe can apoſtates be ſaid 
to have been ſanctified. But this ſanQification 
by the blood of the covenant; and conſe- 
quently the water in baptiſm repreſents the 
blood of Jeſus, and the act itſelf the ſprink- 
ling of that blood. Thus the true baptiſm of 
Chriſt not only © waſhes the body with pure 
u water,” which was the part of the antient 
baptiſm, but it alſo “ ſprinkles the heart from 
«an evil conſcience,” as the blood of the ſacri- 
fical animal * ſprinkled to the purifying of the 
fleſh.” 

Having examined the apoſtles' commiſſion to 
baptize, and ſeen it extend to infants as well as 
adults, let us now proceed, | 

II. To examine the apoſtolic practice with re- 
ſpect to infant-baptiſm. Here we ſhall obſerve. 

iſt, That from the ſhort hiſtory we have of 
the adminiſtration of baptiſm 7 the apoſiles 


there 

—Beſides, baptiſm was always called ſanQification by the 
ſews, as alſo by the chriſtians for ſeveral centuries, as a vi- 
ble dedication to the ſervice of God.—Finally, I cannot 
ke how a perſon can be ſaid to trample under foot and to 

LY profane a blood, which was never ſprinkled upon him, or 
with which he had no connection. Theſe reaſons determine 
me to think-that it is the apoſtate, who is here ſaid to have 
been ſanctified, i. e. ſprinkled with the blood of the cove- 
Rant in baptiſm, 
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there ariſes the bigheſt degree of probabjlity 
that they baptized infants as well as adults, 
We read of their baptizing whole houſeholds; 
Lydia, for inſtance, and her houſehold ; the Jay- 
lor, and all that were his; and the houſehold of 
Stephanus. Now is it probable, or even credi. 
ble, that in all the houſeholds baptized there 
was not one child? And ſuppoſing that there 
was an infant in any of theſe families, and the 
infant excluded from baptiſm, we might cer- 
tainly have expected to find this on record; 
particularly as this would have been an entire 
novelty in the church of the living God. For 
many hundred years, even from the days of 
Abraham, infants had had a place in the viſi- 
ble church, by divine appointment. Had they A 2 
been now excluded from this ſtation, and caſt 
out into the heathcn world, ſo great a change 
would certainly have been particularly marked 
in the ſcriptures. -Nothing leſs than a divine 
law could exclude infants from this privilege; 
and if any fuch law had been made, it muſt 
have been recorded in ſome part of the ſacred 
records. It muſt be found either in the words 
or practice of the apoſtles. The ſilence of the 


new teſtament, then, on this head. renders it 
| evident 
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wident that no ſuch law ever exiſted, 2dly. The 
aniform practice of the primitive churches, im- 
nediately ſucceeding the apoſtolic age, affords 
evidence on this point amounting, in my ap- 
prehenſion, to a certainty. Such as lived in 
{ early a period as the firſt, ſecond and third 
centuries, undoubtedly have known what was 
the practice of the apoſtles themſelves; and 
3 the churches in theſe periods remained, in 
great meaſure, uncorrupted by innovations 
and ſuperſtitions, no change of that practice 
could have taken place witheut very conſide- 
rable oppoſition, Or if ſome churches had 
deviated in this reſpeQ, it is incredible that 
the whole would have ſo early apoſtatized from 
tbe original inſtitution. . But the writers of theſe 
ines not only atteſt that infant-baptiſm was 
mctiſed in their times, but ſome of them ex- 
jrelsly declare, that it was the practice of the 
poſtles themſelves. Did their teſtimony, in- 
bed, contradict any thing ſaid in the ſacred 
cles, it is totally inadmiſſible, but ſince it 
rreſponds ſo exactly with every ſuggeſtion of 
kripture, we cannot reje& it unleſs we chuſe 
þ ſay what would tend to invalidate the au- 
K thentieity 
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| thenticity of the ſcriptures themſelves—that the 
*F primitive churches were all liars. 
I We might produce \ large cloud of witneſſes 

| in proof of this point—even all the writers of 
KO the firſt ſeven centuries. But as theſe have 
3 been all produced in evidence by other writers 
7 on this ſubject, L ſhall only mention a very few. 
| Juſtin Martyr wrote his 2d apology abut 
the year 148; in which he ſays, there were chri 


ſtians then' living, Tome ſeventy years old, who. ( 
had been' made diſciples ts Chriſt from their in: gt 
fancy, and therefore muſt have been baptized A 

e 


in the firſt age, while ſome of the apoſtles were 
living. He alſo calls baptiſm the ſpiritual cir Ka 


cum̃ciſion, as ſucceeding the circumciſion ir . 
the fleſn. w 
great 


* Irenzus Biſhop of Lyons, born about the yea 
97, 2 diſciple of Polycarp, who was a diſciph 
of John the Divine, and ſo could not be miſta 
ken about the practice of the churches down tt 
his time, expreſsly mentions the baptiſm of it 
Fants. As baptiſm is the outward ſign of re 
generation, it is called by him and many othe 
regeneration, the thing fignified put for th 
ſign, by an uſual figure in ſcripture. 5 Whe 
« Chriſt” ſays he, gave his diſciples the cot 
« mail 
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„mand of regenerating unto God, he ſaid — 
Go and teach all nations, baptizing them, in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
« of the Holy Ghoſt.“ To which he adds, 
« Chriſt came to ſave thefe, who by bim are 
« regenerated unto (God i. e. baptiſed,) both 
« infants and little ones, 'and young men and 
u eiderly: perſons.” ?- ) 

Origen was born about the year 183 withis 
100 years of the apoſtles. © Both his father and 
gmandfather were chriſtians. He was one of 
the moſt learned men of that age, and had 
preached the goſpel in Rome, Greece, Palei- 
tne and Syria, and fo could not but be acquaint- 
ed with the uſages of all the churches. This 
great author expreſsly declares infant- baptiſm 
JJ have been in conſtant uſe in the churches. 
MW The baptiſm of children,” ſays he, © is gi= 
een for the remiſſion of ijns.” This he ſays, 
ue proving the doctrine of original fin in his 
wht homily ; And in his comment on the Ro- 
nans he expreſsly ſays that infant-baptiſar was 
rived from the themſelves apoſtles. TH 
Tertullian, contemporary with Origen, has 
Ken often adduced by the bapt iſts in proof of 
licir fide of the queſtion ; whereas he fupnifſe 
K 2 5. 
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es us with the ſtrongeſt evidence that infant. W © 
haptiſm was the uniform practice of the church i 
in his dav. - 88 t 
It is true, he ſpeaks againſt it in common I * 
eaſes, and adviſes that it ſhould be delayed til g 
grown to years, yea, till after marriage. The f. 
reaſon was, becauſe he had a notion that fins 
committed aiter baptiſm were next to, if not 
utterly unpardonable : hence he adviſed the de- 
lay of the baptiſm of children, unleſs in caſe o 
neceſſity, till married, imagining they weule 
then be leſs liable to temptation. This evident- 
ly proves tbat infant-baptiſm was the practice 
of the church. If it was not ſo, why ſhould 
he ſpeak againſt it? Surely he would not fight 
with his own ſhadow, or oppoſe a cuſtom that 
had no exiſtence. Beſides, he did not ſay in 
fant-baptiſm was unlawful, as he allowed it inf} | 
caſe of neceſſity, i. e, when the child was i "ta 
danger of death, and only diſapproved of it f ' Tet 
the abſurd reaſon abovementioned. fant 
The writings of Ambroſe, Auſtin and othq{ſ)* u 
fathers have been produced in this argumen{ſ?7 ? 
who expreſſly tell us that infant-baptiſm hf. 
deen ever in uſe from the time of the apoſtle ls he 
But I hall only produce farther the teſtimo be e. 


le 
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of Pelagius, who in the fifth century denied or- 


iginal ſin. In anfwer to him, Auſtin inſiſts on 


the baptiſm of infants, which was the known 


and ſtanding practice of the churches, as an ar- 
zument of their natural defilement. © Infants,” 
ſays he, © are by all chriſtians acknowledged to 
«ſtand in need of baptiſm, which muſt be in 
« them for original ſin, ſince they have no o- 


ther.“ Pelagius was much puzzled with this 
argument, yet does not deny that. infants ſhould . 


be baptized. 80. fur from this, when ſome 
charged. him with ſuch denial as the neceflary 
conſequence of his doctrine, he repells the charge 
thus —“ Men flander me, as if I denied bap- 


«tiſm to infants; whereas I never. heard of a- 


© ny, not. the, worſt of heretics, that would ſay. 
„ſuch a thing of, infants.” 


Upon this Mr Boſtwick, in his ſermon on 
infant-baptiſm, very quſtly obſerves “ This con- 
fellion is the ſtrongeſt demonſtration, that in- 
fant-baptiſm was univerſally practiſed, time out 
of mind, or elſe he, whoſe intereſt it was to de- 
oy it, to anſwer-the arguments of his adverſa- 
ry, would certainly have done it. But fo far 


he from that, though his.caufe required ity 
be expreſely declares, he does not deny it, nog. 
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the apoſtles' time to that day. Nor is there 


then the churches loſt an ordinance of Cbriſt 
during all this period. Nay, they muſt have 
| doſt it in the very firſt ages and pureſt times 


no chriſtian miniſters or ordinances for ſo mi 
ny centuries. Many adults were indeed bap 
ted during that period; ſome of whom mighſa, . 
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ever heard of any that did. Now Pelagius was W ji: 
a great ſcholar and a great traveller. He had Wl ti. 
-been at Rome, Africa, Egypt, and Jeruſalem, 

where he ſpent much time, and therefore muſt I pe 


bave been acquainted with the rites of the fa- 50 


thers, and cuſtoms of the churches in all thoſe I ap: 
parts; and yet he declares that he had never N coi 
heard of any that denied baptiſm to infants. Nh 
It is as plain then as hiſtory can make it, that bee 
there had been then no diſpute about the poim; N uni 
and that there was not, neither had been any core 


fect proſeſling chriſtianity, that denied it, fromeiſp 


the leaſt evidence, that it was ever oppoſed by 
any man or fociety of men, for a long time af 
ter. The conſequence, then, is, It infant-bap 
tiſm be a nullity, and not Chriſt's inſtitution Wot 

with 
tiſts | 
back 
and there muſt have been no regular baptiſmFycre 
their 


DICE 


become miniſters of the word; but they baphriſt 
| _ tizeefilull. 
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tized infants, and conſequently were not chriſ- 
tians, according to the view of the baptiſts. 

Again, if infant-baptiſm had, in any of theſe 
periods, been introduced by men, and bad 
not been the cuſtom of the church from the 
apoſtles z how ſtrange is it, that we have no ac- 
count, no not the leaſt hint, in all antiquity, 


when, or by whom it was introduced? Had it 
been human invention, would it have been ſo 
Wuniverſal in the firſt 300 years, and yet no re- 
cord left, when it was introduced nor of any 
lſpute or controverſy about it? This is incre- 
edidle. 
Il may be added, fince no man has authority 
. Joo baptize, who has not been baptized himſelf, 
-Iand a regular ſuccefſion of adult baptiſms can- 
not be pretended, how, then, can any man, 
iFvith a good conſcience join the preſent bap- 
Ji, ? All the preſent adult baptiſms, if traced 
back, muit come originally from thoſe, who 


were baptized in infancy, and conſequently, on 
their principles, can have no validity in them. 
apfPince, then, no man can be eſteemed a chriſti- 
oh, who has not received Chriſt's baptiſm, viſible 
apEiriſtianity muſt periſh for ever, unleſs Chriſt 
z&0 all ſend us apoltles to baptize us again. In 
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ſhort, on the baptiſt plan, there neither is, nor 


aſcertain a matter of fa6t, viz. that infants have 


they muſt be allowed to be competent judges; 


divine appointment, infants had been admitted 
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can be a church of Chriſt on earth. 

The above quotations from the fathers are 
nat produced to determine whether infant-bap. 
tiſm be an inſtitution. of Chriſt or nbt; but to 


been baptized in all the churches of Chriſt from 
the days of the apoſtles to their times. Of this 


and conſequently the fact ſtands pray & 


vident. 
The ſum of the argument too M ee 


ſtands thus From the days of Abraham, by 


into the church of the living God, by a ſig 


common to infants and adults In the new tefed, 
ſtament a fign of the ſame intention is appoint of th 
ed, while we have not the obſcureſt hint of the 
excluſion of infants from this privilege, ei 


theft in the appointment itſelf or in the apoſtle 
reaſoning on that ſubjeqt or in their conſequen 


pratice—On the-contrary, the apoſtlrs ſeem tt 
explain their commiſſion to baptize as extend I! 


ing to infants as well as adults, confiderin!!i; 

them as holy, and addreſſing them as in the. 

Lord, when: born of belicving parents. Nor WJ I. 
2 | ; | the 
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there any hint of tune Jewiſh believers objecting 
to the apoſtles practice in this matter; which 
they would certainly have done, had they pa- 
ganized their children — Add to all this, that 
the whole biſtory of the moſt ancient churches 
of Chriſt tends to eſtabliſh the fact, that infants 
baptiſm was practiſed in the apoſtolic churches 
-A which taken together afford ſuch a high 
degree of evidence to the divinity of this inſti- 
tution as amounts to a certainty. 

Thus we have proved that infants were ad- 
mitted into the church of God, and never have 
been excluded fo far as we can ſee by any di- 
vine appointment. It is the taſk, then, of the 
daptiſts to prove that they have been fo exclud- 
ed, otherways their argument is deſtituie EVER 
of the m———_ of a probability. 


8.3.10 


Untaining ANSWERS fo the OBJECTIONS of 
the DaPpTISTSs. 


That we may judge with more precifion in 
this matter we mult hear counſel on the other 
de. 

I. The ne derive their chef argument 


fr Ol 
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from the commiſfion itſelf— Go, diſciple all 
te nations, baptizing them :” telling them . Ne 
* that belisveth and is baptized-ſhall be ſaved, 
The nations muſt firſt be taught and profeſs 
their faith in the goſpel, ere they can .be bap⸗ 
tized, according to this law; and hencs it is 
concluded that the law excludes infants from 
this ſacred: rite. - A mighty. frefs . has been 
laid on this argument: let us fee how. far it 
can bear it. When God ſent, Moſes. to del. 
ver Iſrael from Egypt, he commanded him to 
preach a goſpel, the good news of deliverance; 
to them; telling them, that whoever kept the 
paſſover and the ſprinkling of hlood in faith 0 
falvation from the deſtroyer thould.be deliver- 
ed. In conſequence of this faith they © were 
© all baptized into Moſes ip the cloud and ia 
« the ſea,” Hence, the baptiſts, if. they will 
keep by their argument, muſt 'neceffarily con- 
clude, that all the infants of Iſrael were left in 
Egypt. They could not underſtand Moſes nor 
profeſs the faith by keeping the paſſover and 
thecfptinkling of blood, more than our infants 
now can hear and belleve tlie apoſtolic goſpel. 
Moſes, too, was only commanded to preach ta 
them that Were * hearing and under⸗ 

| ſtanding 
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ſtanding what he ſaid: conſequently no infant 
could lawfully be baptized into Moſes ! Again, 
When Moſes gave this law at Sinai, he ſaid, 
Hear o Iſrael, —Thou fhalt love the Lord 
thy God, Sc.“ Thus the law or covenant 
was addreſſed to adults, ſuch as could hear and 
underſtand him, and ſay, „All that the Lord 
„has ſpoken we will do, and will be obedient.” 
In teſtimony of this faith, they had the blood 
of the covenant ſprinkled on them, or they were 
baptized “ Moſes took the blood of the co- 
« venant ſprinkled it on all the people,“ or on 
the twelve pillars repreſenting all the tribes. 
Had the baptiſts lived then, they would cer- 
tainly have argued, that this covenant did not 
include infants, as there is no word of ſprink- 
ling any but fuch as profeſſed faith in and obe- 
dience to the law given in conſequence of their 
bearing it preached. Vet nothing can be more 
trident, than this, that the covenant was not 4 
made with them only, who were taught the | 
aw but with their little ones alſo. 

The truth is; every law is addrefſed imme- 
lately to adults; yet every man living in ſub- 
ection to that law, | conſiders his children as 
under the ſame law, and trains them up in that 
idea. 


— 
PIE? _—_——— 
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as believed. Only the believer entered into the 
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idea, Ihus lirack were commanded to teach 


the law of God diligently to their children, # 
viewing them as bound by that law; thus alſo or. 
chriſtian parents are charged to train up their FW... 
children in the nurture and admonition of the No: 
Lord, that from their childhood they might Hr 
know the ſcriptures, —evidently ſuppoſing chat ea 


the children were bound to obey them. 

If it be ſtill urged, that faith is always con- 
ſidered as a neceſſary prerequiſite to baptiſm; Mona: 
we anſwer, faith was always a prerequiſite to Wy. 
admiſſion into the covenant of God and to the 
ſign of ſuch admiſſion. It was as neceſſary un- 
der the law as under the goſpel. Such as kept 
the paſſover by faith in the divine promiſe of 
deliverance from deſtruQtion in Egypt, weren r 
baptized into Moſes in the cloud and in the fea 
Such as believed the promiſe of Canaan, and pro- 
miſed a correſponding obedience, were ſprin 
led with the blood of the covenant. The ble 
fings of that covenant were promiſed vnly to ſuch 


promiſed reft. Others could not enter in be 
cauſe of unbelief. Abraham, too, believed G00 
before he was circumciſed, or received the ſea 

of the righteouſneſs of the faith. Yet is it not 


certain De 
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cortain that the children of theſe believers, even 
nfants incapable of believing, eiqoyed all tlieſę 
promiſes and received the ſigus or ſcals of them, 
s well as their parents ? how weal:, then, is it 
to argue, that infants can have no vilible inte- 
reſt in, or title to the ſign of a covenant while | 
capable of believing. Faith is only required 
of adults, This was as ſtrictly required under 
the old teſtament as under the new. If the 
want of it, then, exclude infants now from 
the ſign of the covenant, it avaſt have done. {@ 
rmerly. 

Yetevery initiation of a child into the 8 
God proceeded on the foot of a profeſſion ef 
with in the divine promite, on which the chureb 
ms founded. Abraham profeſſed this faith, au 
ence, as a ſign of it, circumciſed his infaut- 
lac as well as himſelf. If any Iſraelite forſoak 
e faith his child had no title to circumciſion. 
be caſe is ſo {till with reſpect to baptiſm. : 

put, ſays Mr MLean, if infant baptiſra reſts 
u the faith of the parent, we muſt be ſure our 
wents were believers ere we can be ſure that 
haue received chriſtian baptiſm.* D' Anvers 
Is the Hs Ming: and a weak ſaying it is. 
1. It 


3 6. p. 81. | ; 


* 
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It equally militates againſt adult-baptiſm. How 
many have the bapriſts dipped who never real. 
i believed? Does this render their baptiſm un-. 
chriſtian? If not, no more can it render our 
baptiſm of none effect, whether the faith oH 
our parents was real or profeſſed only. gr: 
| 2dly, The baptiſts demand of us either pre bit 
cept or example for infant- baptiſm; neither ofa 
which, ſay they, can be found in ſcripture oe 
To this we reply, We have clearly proved thafWt'e 
infants were initiated into the church of Ge hi 
by all the rites of divine inſtitution for that punſſnat 
poſe, from Abraham to Chriſt. Even the chiprov 
dren of proſelytes were circumciſed and bayſWitar 


tized. Now as Chriſt, when he command then 
his apoſtles to baptize, did not exclude infant . 


they muſt undoubtedly be included in the conſe 


miſſion. Had he intended to alter the law a 


practices of baptiſm, ſo univerſal in the Jeviff s. 


church, he would have certainly ſpecified th”: 7 


. . . . Inpey 
alteration in the commiſſion itſelf. But as "iy 
. : . ? tut 
ſuch thing can be found in the commiſſion, .. t. 


apoſtles muſt have proceeded to adminiſter He 
tiſm, not only to every proſelyte but to e 
infant of a proſelyte to the faith of their maſt}, the o 
as this had been the practice oi the churc 


if ria y- 6 


E 
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Cod in all paſt ages. This being the caſe, we 
lar no Occaſion for expreſs cxamples of in- 
fat-baptiſm. every proſclyte to the faith of 
Chriſt would unavoidably wk this privilege for 
weir infants, nor could the apoſtles refuſe to 
grant it, as their matter had nowhere prohl- 
tited them. Accordingly they ſpeak of the in- 
ants of believers as in the Lord and holy—titles 
pever given to any but to ſuch as had received 
tie fign of initiation into the holy covenant. 
This aſcertaims the apoſtolic practice in this 
matter. —It belongs, then, to the baptiſts to 
prove that our Lord prohibited the baptiſm of 
nfants, or that the apoſtles refufed to baptize 
hem. Till they do this, which I can venture 
o fay they never will, infant baptiſm ſtands on 
he moſt incontrovertable evidence.“ 


N 2 3dly, 


1 * Since this Diſſortation went to the preſs I have read 
rf. My jean's new performance, entitled, The Neture and 
Inf-rt of baptiſm. In p. 2. he ſays, „As baptiſm is an in- 
* ſtitution peculiar to the new and better covenant, ſo it 1s 


* covenant, and there only.” Then he proceeds to charge 
, who would look for any thing relating to this inſtitution 
n the old teſtament, as having“ ſomething elſe in their 
ieuethan the ſimple inſtitution of Chriſt.” Strange aſ- 
tions theſe ! I hope my reader. will find the contrary clears 


17 


"to be found in that book called the new teſtament, or | 


_ — 
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zdlx, They pretend that baptiſm can be of nouſe 
fo infants as they are incapable of underſtanding p 
Its 
Iy proved in the above ſheets.—! now add, Did rot John 
baptiae? Was his baptifha- peraliar to the new covenant, 
of, in other words, to the, new teſtament cturch ?—A gain, fte 
the word church ©* is to be faund in that book. called the Ml th 
* new Teſtament, and there oz!y” muſt we not, then, on this 
gentleman” s principles, conclude, that a church * zs an in- 


« fiitition peculiar to the new and better covenant,” and that 
4 tere was no church undet the old teſtament? If ſo, will it 


p vot alio foliow, that this gentleman, wha finds a church is 
+ the eld Teſtament, containing all that is eſſential to the 
if conſtitution of a ſociety of that kind, muſt © ſore have ſome- 

| * thing elſe in his view than the ſimple inſtitution of Chiift? 
j So fairly ds his own words condemn kim !— Commettato? 
too frequently take the liberty to differ from Paul in Seri 
\ : ments, but generally take care not to centradict um in es- 
preji terms, This author, howbeit, is not ſo delicate. Paul 


expreſily ſays—The law ſtood © in diverſe baptiſms.” Ne 
fays Mr McLean; there is no ſech inſtitution as baptiſm 


*« to be found in the old teſtament“! - ' „ 
In the preface to this new work, it is obferv. d that © the fou: 
s congroverty ſeems now to be pretty much exhauſted, the birt! 
«« being little publiſhed on that ſabisct of late years but i 
$6 repetition of former arguments,” It muſt be owned, thi 
author has taken care 10 veriſy this aſſertion in bis preſen tif,” 
work, 2s there is not one ſentiment, argument or the ſha man, 
dow of an argument to be found i in it, relating to the ſub uguo 
oY, or mode et vaptiſin, which this author hineif has no uth⁰ 
publiſhes before, particular ly in bis defence of believer-bap a 
m. don 
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its import and deſign. —Tkis objection is a re- 
plying againſt God, who commanded infants 
to be admitted into his church by circumciſion. 
Infants can underſtand the import and deſign 
of baptiſm as well as the infants of old under- 
toad the intention of circumciſion, baptiſm and 
the ſprinkling of blood. TI add, laying on hands 
was a divine ordinance, and is put on a level 
with baptiſm, Heb. vi. 2. But Jeſus. laid his 
hands on infants and blefizd. them though. 
tiey underſtood not the. import of that action. 
How inconcluſive, then, is this argument of 
tie Baptiſts ! It ouly diſplays their. own igno- 
tance. Baptiſm entitles infants to the care of 
the church—to be educated in the nurture and 
admonition of the Lord. Thus they are ſecured 
during nonage againſt Ignorance, error, and ido- 
try —a privizege of the higheſt. importance. 

athly, It is argued, That this practice con- 
bunds the church with the world, making the 
wth of the fleſh enticle one to a place in 
* 3 the 

tim,” New writers muſt Lave new readers; and a new 
mange ment of argument may give additional weight to the 
munent : but it is hard to ſee for what purpoſe the ſant 
hor re-publiſhes the ſac ideas, without ſo much as at- 
empting to engage attention alen by at Icaſt a diverifie 
tion of expreſſion, 
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the Eingdom of God. A ſenſeleſs objetion . 
this] Did circumcifion and bapti im of o!&cons Ml þ 


| found the church with the world? Or rather; fi 


was it not the very badge of diſtinction between Ml 4 
believers and heathens? It was ſo, while in W ci 
nonage; but if, when children arrived at per W pr 
years, they turned aſide from the true God to W tu 
idols, the were cut off from the congregation WW de 
of the Lord, as heathens. In this cafe they 
mewed that they w ere not Jews; for he never 
was a Jew, who was one outwardly, It is fo 
ſtill. Soon as any baptized in infancy ſhakes 
off the profeſſion of the faith of Jeſus, or de- 
nies it in praCtice, that ſoul is to be cut off from 
his people, as a heathen man and publican. 
Had this argument any weight, it is of equal 
Force againſt adult baptiſm. In both ways, ty-Wnt 
pocrites are blended with true believers. Si-Yentc 
mon Magus was of the world; yet he recei-Welp 
ved adult baptiſm. Did this confound theſ bad 
church with the world? No: ſoon as his hy- tbe 
pocriſy appeared, he was caſt out of the church. ¶ ont 
He would have ſhared the fame fate, bad h4Þ» of 
deen baptized i in infancy. mm 
Nor does infant-baptiſm proceed on the ſuphith, 


poſition, that the birth of the fleſh emitles on con 
. 
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o > place in the kingdom of God. The fleſh» 
y birth never conferred ſuch a claim, It did 
not ſo even in the national kingdom of Ifracl, 
Abraham believed God, aud then was circum- 
ciſed with his ſeed. In like manner, every Jew 
profelling the faith of Abraham had a title to 
tircumciſion for his child. But ſoon as any Jew 
tefpiſed or diſbelieved the promiſe, he was no 
more conſidered as a Jew hinzſelf, nor had his 
infant-· ſeed any title to circumciſion. The chils 
dren of the fleſh never were the children of 
God : only the children of the promiſe, or ſuch 
s profeſſed faith in the promiſe, were counted 


or the feed. Many of Iſrael fell ſhort of the 


kingdom of Canaan. Why? Were they. not 
\ Abraham's fleſhly ſegd ? Ves: but they were 
Wnt the children of his fanh: They could not 
:Wenicr in becauſe of “ unbkelicf.” Soon as Eſau 
. eſpiſed the birth-right, neither he nor his ſeed 
ef ind any title to circumcifion, or to a place in 
Mite kingdom: of Canaan. White the parent 
1Meontinued in the faith, his chitd was confidered 
ns of the ſame faith, and ſo had a title to cirs 

tumciſion, the ſeal of the righteauſueſs of the 
Mhith, The cafe is preciſcly-the ſame now. Not 
( conncxion with a parent as of the Gcth, but 
| a 


44 
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a connection with a parent as of the faith, can 


entitle a child to a place in the viſible kingdom 
of Jeſus Chriſt.—In ſhort, no objection can be W 1 
brought againſt infant-baptiſm but is equally I ;, 
ſtrong agaiaſt infant- circumciſion. 1 


5thly, The argument taken from circumciſi- 
on will exc'te the incer of the baptiſts. They WF ;; 
tell us, circumciſion was a fign of the old cove- g 
nant, the ſeal of a right to an earthly inheri. 
tance and temporal privileges, intended to diſ- Ng. 
tinguiſh the fleſhly iced of Abraham, to which 
one had a claim by his birth of the fleih 3 where— 
as baptiſm is a. ſign of the new covenant, a ſign 


of ſpiritual and heavenly bleſtings, to which no 
man is born heir by his natural birth: and con- 
quently we cannct infer the right. of infants 
to baptiſm from the right they had to circum: 
cifion, —This is the leading error of the bap- 
tiſts, involving in it a vaſt number of miſtakes 
of no ſmall importance, and of conſequence it 
requires a very minvte difcuflion : but as ſuch 
an inveſtigation would $i] a too diſproportion 
ate department in this Diflertation, I bave re- 
ſerved it for a ſeparate publication, announce 
in the preface to this ſmall performance. —I. 


the mean-time, the argument taken, from the 
ad af! 
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xtinifion/ of profelytes with their infants by 
baptiior under the law, in ſupport of the con- 
tiouance of that practice under the goſpel, ſtands 
inviolably firm, ſecured againſt the keeneſt at» 
tacks of the enemy. 

6thly, The argument derived from the prac- 
bee of inſant-baptiſn in the firſt chriſtian 
churches after the apoſtolic age has been ſtrong⸗ 
ly oppoſed... , Baptiſts have denied the fact al- 
though the truth of it be fupported by ſuch in- 
conte ſtible evidence that it muſt ſeem amazing 
how any could ever preſume to call it in queſti- 
Yon. To invalidate the evidence, they have pre- 
tended to produce a variety of inſtances of chily 
ten born of chriſtian parents, who were not 
baptized when young: but this is a mere aſſerti- 
on, unſupported by even the ſhadow of proof, 
Many eminent fathers in. theſe churches were 
bot baptized till they arrived at manhood, but 
cannot be proved that their parents profeſ⸗ 
* od chriſtianity at the time of their birth: and 
tien although this could be proved, it would 
onclude nothing with reſpect to. the general 
rittice of the ohurches, as will. be evident to 
who attend to the many falfe end whinſte 
1 ideas, which gut paſſe Dion of tle minds of 
: | many 
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many members of theſe churches in a pretty | 
early period. It will be worth while to trace 


theſe ideas, particularly as among them we will WM { 
ealily find 123 5555 
| b 
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We have already feen, that the famous T- 
lian had adopted a fancy, that every fin com- i ® 
mitted after baptiſm was either uppardonable 01 


or nearly ſo; for which reaſon he earneſtly re- bl 
commended the delay of baptiſm till at leaſt h: 
the heat of youthful paſſion ſubſided. Now as MW 2 
Tertullian was a man of ſach eminence in his ef 


time, we may be ſure that an advice from him, 65 
urged with vehemence, and ſupported by ſuch 2 
plauſible arguments, could not fail to influence 


many. This was alſo a leading opinion among 


3 


the ſect called Newetians ; in conſequence of ide 


which infant-baptiſm could not be practiſed a- {uit 
morg that ſet: and I may add nor adul:-bapJſ] cio 
tiſm either till the hour of death, as they ce fur 
nicd the remiſſion of fins to chriſtians, finning lent 
After baptiſm. is piet 
| Others again imagined, that the very act 0 ſoil 
1 Þapriſm waſhed away all im whatever, and be mut 


deferred baptiſm that every one night grat hea; 
| | | 
bi 
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his luſts without reſtraint, Knowing that, if he 

could get himſelf baptized before death, he was 

ſure of a full remiſſion.— Others would delay 

baptiſm till they had attained the thirtieth year, 

becauſe Chriſt was baptized at that period of 
life, On a ſimilar pretence, Conflantine the great 
would not be baptized but in the river Jorcan ; 

and hence as he never came to that place, he 
only ſubmitted to baptiſm on his death-bed. 

Some moreover, deferred baptiſm till they could 
have acceſs to be baptized by ſome eminent Bith- 
op.—AIl theſe opinions and refutations of each 
of, them are to found in the writings of Baz, 

Gregory Nagianzen, Chryſoſtom, Auguſtine's con- 
ir, and Euſebius life of Conſtantine. 

. From the above ſhort detail, it is eaſy to ſee 
z vat a powerful and extenſive influence theſe 
ideas muſt have exerted among mankind—ideas 
\M fuited to the taſte of the whimſical, the capri- 
oY cons, the fond of novelty, the lovers of plea- 
eure; ſupported at the ſame time by men of ta- 
of lents, in eminent ſtations, and renowned for 
piety and learning. Seeds fo congenial to the 
ſoil of man, and cheriſhed with ſo much care, 
muſt have taken ſuch a firm hold of the human 
heart, that we need not wonder if time itſelf 
N has 


till at laſt it burſt forth from its ſolitude in the 


Holland, Britain and other countries; in all 


tions; at laſt it diveſted them of their right, 
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has not been able to extirpate them. Had the 
not been checked in their progreſs by: the ftre, 
Duous efforts of men of great-eminence in the 
churches, they would probably have overſpread 
the far greater part of the chriſtian world: 
The votaries of theſe opinions, howbeit, till 
mantained a foot ing in various places; and al- 
though for a long time they {ſeem to bave in- 
culcated the delay of bepilſm for ſuch reaſons 
as have been mentioned, yet, as the tranſition 
from theſe to an abſolute denial of the diving 
authority for infant-baptiſm was ſo very eaſy, in 
proceſs of ages, infants were excluded from bap- 
tiſm altogether, and that as is uſual, iu the name 
of jeſus Chriſt, When ar where this Jaſt idea 
had its birth, I imagine cannot be aſcertained. 
It ſzems to have dwelt in obſcurity fer a time, 


ſixteenth century, aad made a very conſiderable 
progreſs in Germany, extending its influence to 


which it ſtill maintains its ground. Thus it 
has aſſumed various ſorms. At firſt it deferred 
the baptiſm of infants on prudential confidert- 


and made ;the ſacred. oracles pronounce againſt 
| them 


Tee l oa: . 
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the ſentence of excluſion. In all ſtages, how- 


ever, it ſeems unhappily to have laid a a diſpro- 
portionate ſtreſs 'on what the {choolmen call 
the r operatum, the act itſelf and the : mode 
of performing it. A finger undipped would 
render baptiſm of no effect! Would make it 
«a mere human ordinance!” Scripture too 
muſt be called in to ſupport this fancy.— What 
has not been ſpoken and done in the name of 
the Lord ?—Falſe ideas in religion, it ſeems, 
nuſt ſtill be 


THE MAGG OTS OF CORRUPTED TESTS. 


AN 
E N GUI X Y 
INTO THE 


LAWEULNESS 


OF 
i 


EATING BLOOD. 


OD and men view things in very different 
lights. What appears important in our” 
eye is very often of no account in the eſtimati- 
on of infinite wiſdom; and what appears trif- 
ling to us is often of very great importance 
with God. It was ſo from the beginning. The 
diſputer of this world cannot ſee any thing, 
wort hy ſo ſevere a puniſhment, in eating the 
fruit of the forbidden tree: yet through this 
offence by the divine determination, ſin and 
death, with all their attendant woes, came into 
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the world. The next prohibition we read of, 
with reſpe&t- to food, is found annexed to the 
M 2 grant 
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grant of animal food to man, Gen. ix. The 
Sovereign proprietor, when he gave us a grant 
to cat of the fleſh of our feHow-animals, gave it 
with this reſervation or limitation. —* The fleſh 
** with the blood thereof, that is the life there- 
of, thou ſhalt not eat of it.“ Againſt this, | 
alſo, as an unreaſonable and trifiling prohibition, { 
the wiſdom of this world has often declaimed, 
or, by ſhameful evaſions and idle quibbles, has t 
explained away the ſenſe of the divine mandate, 1! 
that the conſcience of the creature might be 
furniſhed with an apology for tranſgreſſing the 
law of its maſter. Yet this ſame precept was 
retained and ſtrongly enforced in the law given IN © 
is Iſo) from Sinai; while the breach of it was 
guarded againſt by the moſt awſul ſanctions, 
Yea, even under the goſpel, it ſeemed meet to 
the holy ſpirit ſpeaking in the apoſtles to en- 
join the obſervation of this law on all the diſ- 
ciples of Jeſus-Chriſt. Acts xv. It is allowed 
on all hands that this decree was in force at 
leaſt to the time of the ſinal deſtruction of Je- 
ruſalem by the Romans: but if it ſhall be found, 
by ſearching the ſcriptures, that it was intended 
by the holy ſpirit to continue in force to the 
end of the world, how faulty ſhall the many be 


found, 
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found, who conſider. the obſervance or non» 

obſervance of it as-a matter of indifference? 

Now as diſputes on this point have run high, 

and many arguments have been offcred on both 

ſides of the queſtion, it muſt concern every chri- 
ſtian to examine what is offered from the ſcrip- 

tures by both parties, that he may either eat or 

forbear to eat blood in faith, or from a convic- 

tion of Chriſt's authority for his conduct; ſince 

Paul aſſures us,“ he that doubteth is condem- 
„ned if he eat; ſince whatſoever is not of 
« fafth is din.” 

Intering on this ſubject; it is proper we ſhould 
obſerve, that as the Creator. is the ſovereign- 
proprietor- and lord of all things, no creature 
can have any independent right to any thing 
\ MW vhitever. Life, and conſequently all the means 
of {upporting it, muſt be derived from the great 
author of cur being. Man, in particular, as a 
moral agent, amenable. to his maker for every 
part of his conduct, muſt live by every word 
that proceeds out of the mouth of God; or by 
ſuch means as God has granted for ſupporting 
his life, and any attempts to live in another Way, 
o by other means than God has revealed 0 him, 

DIETS . „ 
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is the higheſt act of rebellion againſt the uni- 
verſal Lord. 

It will be alſo allowed, That when God gave 
man a right, grant, or title to eat of any parti- 
cular ſpecies of food, he might at the fame time 
give it under reſervation or limitation, retain- 
ing a part of that ſpecies of food in his own 
power, and prohibiting man from eating of it 
under certain penalties marked in the grant. 
In this caſe, abſtinence from the part prohibit- 
ed is, on- man's part, an acknowlegement of his 
dependance on his ſovereign for the part grant- 
ed; or that he has no original independent 
claim either to life or the means of its ſupport. 

Having theſe points in view we mult look in- 
to the ſacred records, that we may ſee what 
creature God haus granted us a right to eat, 
and with what reſervation the grant is given. 

There are only two grants of this kind re- 
corded in ſcripture the firſt is to be found in 
tue firſt chapter of Geneſis, containing a right 
given to man to eat of the vegetable creation, 
or of every green herb: the ſecond is recorded 
in the ninth chapter of that book, and contains 
a title granted to man to eat of the inferior ani 


mais. Of both theſe kinds then it is lawful for 
man 
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man to eat, till his ſovereign be pleaſed to re- 
verſe the grant. Both grants, however, con- 
tain a reſervation with penalties annexed; the 
firſt of a ſpecies of vegetable, called the tree of 
koowiedge of good and evil; the ſecond, of the 
blood, the life of the animal. This laſt grant 
contains a renewal of the former. Gen. ix. 3. 
Every moving thing that liveth ſhall be meat 
for you: even as the green herb have | given 
« you all things.” This grant was given to all | 
mankind then in being, by them to be CONVey= 
ed down to their poſterity, and conſequently 

ah vations are intercited in this grant, which 
. W i made irreverſible by the granter as he has e- 
ſtabliſned it to perpetual generations,” (Gen. 
k. 12.) in token of which, he has given us 
the bow in the cloud.“ 


One would be apt to conclude from the a- 
vowed irreverſibility of this charter or grant, 
that the reſervation it contains muſt be equal- 
y irreverſible with itſelf; or that ſo long as 
man partakes of animal food, he ſhould eat it 


with the reſervation of the blood, ſo expreſsly 
ins WW ſpecified in the charter, authorizing him to eat 
n- of the fleſh. Particularly, this would appear 
for to be of vaſt conſequence to man, ſince it would 
nan | | | appear 
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appear that on this condition only, God has pro- 
miſed to have reſpect to the blood of man by re. 
quiring it at the hand of the ſhedder. « The 
blood thou ſhtalt not eat: * And the blood of 
66 your lives will I require” Sc.“ Gen. ix. 4, 95 


6. This would ſeem to ſay that God will pay ne | 
regard to the life of that man, who does not 


forbcar to eat the blood or liſe of. the inferior 
animals. ; 

This grant with its reſervation was given te 
all men, and has been conveyed down to all a- 7 
ges and generations both of Jew and Gentile; 
to the former by a written, to the latter by en MW « 
unwritten tradition. So that no man whatſo- . 
ever can lawfully eat blood, or eat it but at the « 
expence of his own life, or of forfening his right N 
to the atonement for his ſoul, unleſs he foal MM. 
ſind in the facred oracles a reverſal of this re- NN. 
ſervation by tbe hand that gave us the original Ne 
charter; or, in other words, that God has con- 
tradicted bimſelf, by reverſing a deed, which 
he himſelf has declared to be eſtabliſhed to 1 
-petual generations. 

It is admitted by all, that this grant with its 


reſervation 
» This certainly means, tha“ if we eat blood, he will nct 
Tequire the blood of our lives. I fee not how it can real 


otherwiſe. 
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reſervation was in full force, during the moſaic 
diſpenſation, as it is taken into the Jewiſh law; 
where it is renewed in the ſtrongeſt terms, and 


forms an effential part of that code. Lev. xvii. 
Nor did it bind the Jews only, as is generally 
inagined, but extended its obligation to the 
Gentile alſo. That no ſtranger, ſojourning a- 
mong the Jews, was allowed to eat blood 1s 
clear from Lev. xvii. 10, 12, 13. Nor was the 
obſervation of this law of ſmall unportance. So 

fr from it, the moſt Creadful imprecation was 
pronounced againſt the tranſgrefior : “ What- 
« ſoever man there be of the hovſe of Iſrael, 
u or of the ſtranger that ſojourneth among you, 
that eateth any manner of blood, I will even 
ſet my face agaiuſt that ſoul that eateth blood, 
* and will cut him off ſrom among his people.” 
Nor was it leſs criminal for the Gentiles in o- 
ther countries to eat blood. Hence David ſpeaks 
of their practice with, abhorrence Pſ. xvi. 4. 
Their drink-offerings of blood will I not of- 
" ter.” This refers to the practice of the Sy- 
nans, who made libations of blood to their 
zods; and prophetically to the antichriſtian ido- 
on olaters, who offer the literal blood of our ſa- 
l WM ficc in the cup of the maſs, Yet the Gen— 
tlies 
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tiles ſeem not in general to have made blood 
a common meal: only as the doctrine of atone. 
ment by blood was among the things which 
God ſhewed to all men, it was eaſy for a vain 
imagination to conclude that the blood of a {a 
erifice was proper to be offered in drink-offer. 
ings, as moſt acceptable to the Gods. Thus 
their error was much more excuſable than that 


of chriſtians, ſince it originated in a religious f 
*veneration for the blood of atonement. 1 
Let us now fee how this grant ſtands in the , 
"new teſtament, that we may know whether the 0 
granter, the lord of life, has freed us from the 
obligation the grant lays us under, as ebe te- (0 
nure or holding by which we have a title to eit a 
Meſh, and to expect an atonement for our lives, 4 
And here it is certainly of importance to ob 8 
ſerve; that at the fame time, when the Hoh on 
Ghoſt by the apoſtles declares the Gentiles fre © 
from the yoke of circumcifion, and fo from thy” 
whole ritual law, he enforces the obligation o fo 
the law, enjoining abftinence from blood-eatinÞ® 
as a neceſfary thing; yea, no leſs ſo than il 
Raining from idolatry and fornication. Ads 4 
c 


xv. Nor have we the leaſt hint of a reverſal « 
(if 
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that decifion any where in any after-part of 
new teſtament ſcripture. 

If, then, man forfeited his title to life, or, 
what is the ſame thing, to the food which ſup- 
ports it, by eating the fruit of the tree, reſerv- 
ed in the proprietor's hand by the firſt charter 
or grant of vegetable food ; one would be apt to 
conclude, that the ſame conſequence muſt 
follow on his eating blood, as abſtaining from 
eating it is made the expreſs tenure by which he 
holds his right to eat fleſh and to have an aven- 
ger of the blood of his own life. The ſcripture 
informs us, that the firſt forfeiture was owing 
to the ſubtilty of ſatan; nor can the ſecond be 
aſcribed to any other original. The firſt ſtra- 
tagem ſucceeded by a miſinterpretation of the 
terms of the original grant; and when we exa- 
nine the following arguments, produced in fa- 
rours of blood-eating, we may perhaps find that 
mankind have been deceived into the ſecond 
forfeiture by an artifice of the ſame kind. Let 
is examine them aud ſee. 

iſt, It is argued, that the diſtinction betwen 
tlean and unclean meats is aboliſhed in Chriſt ; 
therefore every kind is clean to the Chriſtian.— 
1 Very true, friend: but ere this argument can 


hold 
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hold in favours of blood-eating, you muſt prove, 
firſt, that blood was given to man for meat; 
and, ſecondly, that it is claſſed among the un- 
clean meats in the Moſaic ſyſtem. In Lev. xi, 
and Deut. xiv. Chapters we have a full liſt of 
the unclean meats. There the eagle, the vul- 
ture, the raven, c. are called unclean ; but 
not a ſyllable concerning blood. Again, when 
blood is prohibited as meat, it is forbidden not 
becauſe it is unclean, but becauſe it is precious 
being the life of all fleſh; and becauſe it is Bo- 
Iy being the atonement or ranſom of the ſoul. 
Since, then, blood never was given to man for M* 
meat; and even when eating it is prohibited, it is 
not called unclean but holy, it is plain, that a 2 
law, making unclean meats clean, cannot affect “ 
the law concerning blood, which is not claſſed {4 
among meats at all, much leſs among the un- 
clean, The goſpel had no occafion to make 
clean, what the law had already pronounced 
holy.—How abſurd thy gloſſes on ſcripture, 0 
ſerpent ! Yet how powerful their influence on 
the mind of the fimple! 

Moreover, this argument goes on the ſoppe- 
ſition that there is no meat called unclean un- 


der the goſpel; whereas it is obvious, that I 
dolotbytes 
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dolothytes or meats offered to idols, when eat 
in the idols temple, are as unclean as ever, as 
by eating them chriſtians incur the moſt awful 
puniſhments, Rev. ii. 14, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23. 

2dly, Blood under the law was a figure of 
the blood of Chrift ; therefore, ſay the advo- 
cates for blood-eating, the precept concerning 


t was not moral, but ceremonial, and ſo ceaſed 


niſtake : iſt, It ſuppoſes, that no precept of a 


low of Chriſt and his church. This is falſe in 
fad. The law of God enjoining marriage, Gen. 
a ad and gth chapters, is undoubtedly moral, gi- 
a Jen to all men for all ages; yet Paul affures us, 
4 h. v. that it was a type of the union between 
n- Ichriſt and his church. Will any aver, that 
ke Do Chriſt has come and married his church 


terefore marriage is no more a duty? 2 dly, 


lriſt, No idea can be more wide of the truth. 
N Oaly 


with other ſhadows when Chriſt the ſubſtance 
came. This argument is founded upon a double 


moral or laſting obligation can be a figure or ſha- 


ad hed chiidren begotten by the word of truth, 


t the principal miſtake this argument is built 
m, and which all writers on this ſubje& have 
advertently gone into, is, That the blood of 
Kaſts in general was a figure of the blood of 
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Only the blood of the ſacrifical animals was ſo; 
whereas the blood of beaſts ſlain for common uſe 
is no where ſaid to be typical. Hence when God 
prohibits the uſe of the blood of the beaſts offer. 
ed in ſacrifice, he gives this reaſon for it © be. 
cauſe the blood is the atonement :” but when 
he forbids the uſe of the blood of the ſame 
kind of beaſts, when ſlain at home for common 
uſe, he founds the prohibition on a laſting rea- 
ſon, Deut. xii. 20, 21, 22, 23, 24. © ſor the 
blood is the life, and thou mayeſt not eat the 
« life with the fleſh. Thou ſhalt not eat of it: 
c thou ſhalt pour it on the ground like water.“ 
Had Iſrael been allowed to cat the blood of beaſts 
Nain for common uſe, or had the uſe of ſuch 
blood been prohibited becauſe it was the atone- 
ment, then ſoon as the blood of beaſts ceaſed to 
be the atonement, the reaſon for abſtaining from 


allowed to eat the blood of any kind of beaſt 
for a reaſon of a moral or perpetual nature, 
therefore till the blood ceaſe to be the life of 
the animal no man can eat it, without forfeit- 
ing all title to his own life, or right to the bleſ 


Gng annexed to abſtinence from blood. Thi 
bleſling 


it would have ceaſed, and ſo the law itſelf re- 
quiring ſuch abſtinence. But Ifrael was not: 
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bleſſing is very important, Deut. xii. 25. Thou 
« thalt not eat it, that it may go well with thee, 
« and with thy children after thee, when thon 


« ſhalt do that which is right in the fight of 


« the Lord.” 


The ſum of what has been ſaid on this argu- 


ment is— The blood of beaſts flain in facrifice 
was forbid to be eaten, becauſe, for the time 
then prefent, it was the atonement. This rea- 
ſon was of a temporary and figurative nature, 
and muſt neceſſarily ceaſe when beaſts ceaſed 
to be ſacrificed. It is impoſlible for us to break 
this law now, as no beaſt can be offered in ſa- 
crifice, according to the goſpel. But as the 
law enjoining abſtinence from the blood of com- 
mon animals, or beaſts ſlain at home for ordi- 
mary uſe, is founded upon a reaſon which is laſt- 
ng as the earth itſelf, the law founded on that 
reaſon muſt be obligatory to the end of the 
vorld and obligatory on all mankind. For this 
b the law given to Noah, the father of all na- 
tions, in the everlaſting covenant for all the 
arth; in which Jew and Greek, chriſtian and 
beathen, are all equally intereſted. 

zaly, It is argued, that as the fat was forbid- 
& to be eaten under the law, the argument is 


N 2 equally 
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equally ſtrong againſt eating the fat as the blood. 
Let us examine and fee. 1, The fat was not 
prohibited in the grant of animal food given to 
Noah, and in him to all mankind : neither is | 
any ſuch prohibition to be found in the new 
teſtament, and confequently it cannot bin: the 
conſciences of chriſtians, who are under the law 
to Chriſt and not to Moſes. No law of Mo- 
ſes can bind us but what is taken into the code 
of laws eſtabliſhed in the new teſtament by 


Jeſus Chriſt. 2dly, Iſrael were only. forbid to | 
eat the fat of the ſacrifices, but were allowed to 
eat, that of the beaſts ſlain for common ule. : 
We find full directions given with regard to R 
the latter in Deut. xit. 20—26 z but not a ſyl- ' 
Jable there prohibiting fat, nor any reſervation 
made of any part of the ſlaughtered animal, fave i 
che blood only: v. 23, © Only be ſure,“ in the 
Hebrew, © be ſtrong that thou eat not the. 
blood.“ 3dly, Strangers among Iſrael were 3 
not forbid to eat the fat, but no toleration was " 
given for them to eat blood. —So deſtitute i 
foundation is this ſpecious argument. Fat in 
general was not forbid to be eaten in Moſes lau. | 
but none could taſte “any manner of blood = 


11046 


- 


* 
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under the higheſt penalties. Proceed we now 


to the 
4th Argument in favours of blood-eating, de- 


rived from what our Lord fays Matt. xv. 11. 
« Not that. which goeth into the mouth defil- 
«eth a man.” It is amazing what influence 
this weak and wicked argument has had on the 
minds of men; though evidently framed by the 
old ſerpent. For 1ſt, The diſtinction between 
clean and unclean meats was {till in full force, 
when our Jord ſpake theſe words, ſo that no 
Jew.could eat any ſpecies of food, which the 
hw pronounced unclean, but he muſt have been 
defiled. Had Jeſus himſelf eaten but a bit of 
ſwines- fleſh, for inſtance, he could not have 
been our ſaviour. How wicked, . then, to put 


2 ſenſe on our Lord's words which even his 


ve : g 
freateſt enemies never. pretended: to find in 

he _ a 3 

: them ? 2dly, He explains his meaning in v. 20: 

che 


To eat with unwaſhen hands defileth not a 
" man.” He is not ſpeaking of any particular 
kind of food, but of accidental pollution adhe- 
ing to food by touching it with foul hands or 
the like. This cannot detile a man, becauſe 
be draught purgeth all meats.” zdly, He 
means, that eating any kind of food as ſuch cann ot 

N 3 defile 


nde 
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defile a foul: but when the heart is conſcious 
that any kind of food is prohibited by God, 
the wickedneſs of the heart in breaking a law 
of God defiles the man in eating the food. 
Thus not the food, but the breach of the law 
of God in eating it, defiles the man. This in-! 
terpretation conſiſts with feripture and common 
| : fenſe; whereas the other makes our redeemer | 
ſpeak contrary both to law and goſpel; as the Y | 
goſpel itſelf makes meats offcred to idols unclean Y « 
. when eaten from revergnce for the idol. 3 
sthly, It is pled, that“ commanding toY « 
. 4. abſtain from meats, which God has created to! 
be received with thankſgiving,” is a part off! 
the character of antichriſt, as defcribed by Paul, 
1 Tim. iv. 1—5. This muſt be antichriſtian, Y £ 
Ll 
90 


fince “every creature of God is good, and nc 
thing to be refuſed if it be received with 
- & thankfgiving.” —To this I reply, iſt, the“ e- 


% ery creature of God” in v. 4. cannot mean} p 
every creature God has made; ſince ſtones, iron} n 
yea poiſonous herbs and animals, are certain e: 
to be refuſed if offered as foed. The every t 


| creature in this verſe, then, muſt only compre 
hend the meats in v. 3. or the © meats whic 
266 God has created to be received.” But tis 


cannol 


* 


o 
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cannot include blood, as it never was created to 


be received by man, but expreſsly forbidden to 
be received at all. zdly, Ihe meats here meant 
are the meats which antichriſt commands men 
to abſtain from : but theſe do not include blood, 
ſince the eating of blood was firſt, and is ſtill 
authorized in the world called chriſtian, by the 
papal power alone. 'Thus the Pope has proved 
himſelf to be autichriſt, by forbidding men to 
eat meats which God created to be received, 
and commanding them to eat what God never 
created for that purpoſe, but bas expreſsly pro- 
kibited it ever ſince the firſt grant of animal 
food to man. | 
6thly, An argument is taken from what Paul 


fays, Rom. xiv. 2, 3, 4. One believeth that 


he may eat all things; another who is weak, 
* eateth herbs. Let not him that eateth, de- 


„ ſpiſe him that cateth not, Oc.“ Hence, it is 


pied, that bload may be eaten, ſince Paul does 


not condemn him, who believeth that he may 
eat all things, and ſfo- blood. But little doeſt 


thou think, O vain man, where this reaſoning 
will lead thee! In the 5th verſe, Paul ſays, 
% One man efteemeth one day above another ; 


another efteemeth every day alike : let every 
„man 
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© man be perſuaded in his own mind.“ Hence, 
it is inferred, that there is no ſabbatiſm left to 
the people of God; or that no regard is due 
to the firſt day of the week above any other 


day. And doubtleſs this inference is as juſtly 


drawn as the former. But, the truth is,- we 
cannot get at Paul's meaning unleſs we attend 
carefully to the deſign he has in view in this 
chapter. Some of the believing Jews, who had 
been educated among a ſect, who reckoned it 
unlawful to eat fleſh, lived on herbs only as A- 
dam did; others, of more enlarged ideas, judg- 
ed it lawful to eat fleth allo, in virtue of the 
grant of animal food given to Noah. The ail 
things, then, this latter claſs believe they might 
eat, evidently mean animal as well-as vegetable 
food. But that blood cannot poſlibly be here in- 
tended is clear from v. 6. where Paul fays © He 
te that eateth, eateth to the Lord; for he giveth 
« God thanks.” Now it mult be allowed, that 
all the churches had received a copy of the de- 
cree of the apoſtles made at Jeruſalem, where- 
in abſtinence from blood-eating is made an ex- 
preſs term of diſcipleſhip among chriſtians, and 
conſequently every chriſtian knew that blood- 
eating was totally inconſiſtent with his profeſ- 

| ſion 


the Lawwfmln'ſs of Eating Blacd. 193 
hon. This muſt be admitted even by our blood- 
eaters, as they allow that this edict of the a- 
poſtles was binding at leaft till the time of the 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and fo long after the 
date of this epiftle to the Romans. In this cafe 
it is abſurd to fay, that a chriftian could eat 
to the Lord or give God thanks for what he 
well knew the Lord had forbidden him to 
tat. If he could eat blood to the Lord, he 
might alſo commit fornication to the Lord, 
fnce both. are forbidden by the fame authority 
and in the ſame edict. How brutiſh is the 
reaſoning of error! * 
As to the inference deduced from v. 14.3 
«I am perſnaded that there is nothing unclean 


K of iticit, Sc.“ it is of no force. Blood ne- 


ver was called unclean by the law of God, as K 
have proved before; yet it was never allowed 
to be eaten. Conſequently it cannot follow 
from this affertion that it is lawfut to eat blood. 
But it 1s argued farther in ſupport of blood- 
eating, that it is faid in Rom. xiv. 17. The 
„kingdom of God is not meat and drink.“ 
Auſ. iſt, The ſenſe is, the Moſaic diftinction 
of meats is aboliſhed in the kingdom of God. 
But how can this affect the law prohibiting 
blood, 


154 
dlood, which was not claſſed among meats ei. 
ther clean or unclean? 2dly, According to 
this reaſoning, there is no meat and drink in 
the kingdom of God. But is it poſſible that 
Paul can intend to fay fo, when he had recei- 
ved of the Lord an inſtitution to be delivered 
to the churches, and by them to be obſerved 
till Chriſt ſhall come again, in which meat and 
drink, bread and wine, are effential parts? Or 
how is it poffible that Paul could ſay that blood 
is not forbidden in the kingdom of God, when 
he himfelf had joined in framing the decree 
forbidding it, but a few years before ? This 
would make Paul either a fool or a knave; as 
does the argument taken from | 

 qthly, 1 Cor. x. 25. „ Whatever is ſold in 
« the thambles eat ye making no queſtion for 
« conſcience' ſake.” To this it is replied, 1ſt, 
That we have no evidence that blood was ſold 
in the ſbambles of antiquity z nor does it ap- 
pear poſſible that it could be fo in warm climes, 
where it muſt have putrified in a few minutes 
after its extravaſation. <dly, Paul is ſpeaking 
here concerning fleſh ſlain in ſacrifice in the i- 
dol-temple, and afterwards expoſed to ſale in 
the ſhambles, as is clear from the context. 


But 
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But what has this to do with blood. 3dly, 


oO 2 1 — — Las _—_ —— — ” 


— 


Suppofing blood to have been ſold in the 
ſhambles, if the“ what ſoever“ in v. 25. in- 
cludes blood, then the“ all things“ in v. 23. 
which Paul ſays are lawful for him, muſt in- 
clude every action even the moſt wicked. gthly, 
He cannot here mean to reverſe the apoſtolic 
decree prohibiting blood, as even blood-eaters 
xmit the obligation of this edict while Jeruſa- 

lem ſtood. 
8thly, As the apoſtolic decree recorded Acts 
xv, ſo expreſsly forbids blood- eating, the ab- 
bettors of that practice have ſtrained every 
nerve to explain it away, and turn it into a tem- 
porary expedient, intended only to continue 
in force till the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. In 
ſupport of this opinion, it is pretended, that 
this decree was only made with a view to recon- 
tile the Jews to hold communion with the Gen- 
tiles, for ſo, ſay they, James inſinuates in v. 21. 
vhere he founds the neceſſity of the decree- 
upon this reaſon © Moſes of old time hath in 
"every ciry them that preach him, being read 
in the ſynagogues every ſabbath day.” This 
K a proſs miſinterpretation of James' words; 
a it is aſtoniſhing to find writers of ſo great 
and 
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and ſhining talents gravely ſupporting fo abſurd I m. 
a fiction. Had they but glanced at the forego. If th 
ing verſe, it is ſcarce poſſible that a candid mind: cif 
could have miſled the ſenſe of this. My ſen. 
«© tence is, that we trouble not them who from i of 
ce among the Gentiles are turned to God: but I ger 
that we write to them, that they abſtain I po! 
from pollutions of idols, Sc.“ Here it is e- 
vident, that James is not giving the reaſon of to 
the decree, but the reaſon for putting it in Nacti 
writing. Let us write the mind of the Holy I fere 
Spirit concerning the freedom of the Gentiles I h. 
from the law of Moſes, and their obligation to ral | 
abſtain from ſome moral vices, which they rec- ¶ Tet 
kon indifferent, ſuch are eating things offered I ent 
to idols, things ſtrangled and blood with for- EY whe 
nication. It is neceflary to commit this deci- I 29- 
ſion to writing, becauſe, as the law of MoſesWing 
is read in the ſynagogue every ſabbath, and ma- Int tl 
ny Gentile believers attend there; theſe be- 
lievers among the Gentiles might not know: 
whether they are bound to keep the Jaw of 
Moſes or not, unleſs we write this decree and 
give a copy of it to all the churches, that ſe 
all may know upon what foot Gentiles are to 


be received into the church of Chriſt, and none 
may 
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may impoſe on them again by telling them that 
they cannot be ſaved, except they be circum- 
ciſed and keep the law of Moſes. 
But ſince the idea of the temporary nature 
of this decree is ſo warmly ſupported, and ſo 
generally received, it is neceſſary we ſhould ex- 
poſe its weakneſs and abſurdity a little farther. 
1ſt, If the prohibitions in this edict were 
to ceaſe with the Jewiſh ſtate, the things or 
ations prohibited by them muſt be of an indif- 
ferent nature, otherwiſe they could not become 
awful after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. Mo- 
In evils are ſuch at all times and in all places. 

Yet it is impoſſible to call theſe things indiffer- 
| Ment without differing from the ſpirit of truth, 
ho expreſsly calls them neceſſary things, v. 28. 
-£:9. And we muſt be hard put to it in ſupport- 
ing an hypotheſis, when it cannot be done hut 
-I the expence of calling in queſtion the judg- 
{nent of the unerring ſpirit. Beſides, this idea 
I inconſiſtent with the very nature of ſome of 
Ihe things forbidden, ſince idolatry and forni- 
cation are allowed to be moral evils.—If it be 
aid, ſome of them are moral and others indif- 
torrent, this is a mere aſſertion unſupported by e- 
ne idence. The Holy Spirit makes no ſuch diſ- 
ay O tinction, 
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tinction, but prohibits them all under the ſame Þ * 
idea as neceſſary things; and who taught us, 
then, to call them indifferent? Sure none but t 
he, who taught Eve to conſider the eating of a 
the tree of knowledge as an indifferent thing, I 
—Again, if it be ſaid, that this decree is cal.“ 
led “ a burden,” and therefore cannot be in- 
tended to continue in the chriſtian church, then *! 
by the ſame rule the whole law or yoke of Chriſt 
muſt have alſo ceafed with this decree, ſince 


the whole is called a burden Matt. xi. laſt. ** 
2dly, this hypotheſis ſtands on the abſurd idea of 
that theſe conceſſions on the part of the Gen- ll 
tiles would have reconciled the judaizers to hold Ing 
communion with them; whereas ſun-ſhine car} ©: 
not be more evident than this, that nothing der 
would ſatisfy the zealots for the moſaic ſyſte ge 
but the entire ſubjection of the Gentiles to the. 
whole law. For we are expreſsly told in thigh '** 
very chapter, (v. 1, 24.) that the tenet they e 
very where inculcated was “except a man be Jad 
& circumciſed, and keep the law of Moſes * 
© he cannot be ſaved.” How abſurd, then, | * 

01 


It to imagine, that the apoſtles intended to patc 
up a peace between theſe furious zealots ant 
the Gentile chriſtians, while nothing leſs tha 
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perfect conſormity to the law of Moſes, on. 
the part of the Gentiles, could have anſwered 
that purpoſe | Nor did this decree in the leaſt 
abate the rigor of the terms inſiſted on by the 
Judaizers, as long after the date of this decree, 
we find them as ſtiff in oppoſing the liberty of 
the Gentiles as before, as is evident from the 
epiſtles of Paul to the Romans and Galatians : 
and, indeed, how could ſo trifling a conceſſion. 
2s this, be ſuppoſed to effectuate this purpoſe ? 
He mult be a ſtranger to that uncomplying zeal 
of religious bigotry, who imagines that the Gen- 
tiles, by. yeilding to. one part of the law enjoin- 
ing abſtinence from things ſtrangled and blood, 
could obtain fellowſhip with men, who conſi- 
dered the whole law of Moſes as of eternal ob- 
ligation. Had the apoſtles conceived any ſuch 
Kea, they were truly bunglers in the art of 
peace-making: particularly when at the ſame 
lime they condemn the favourite dogma of the 
lJudaizing party in. the moſt full and expreſs 
terms, aud load the zealots themſelves with the 
edious epithets of troublers of the Gentiles and 
libverters of ſouls. A bad plan for moderating 
lheir zeal! The truth is, no ſuch idea was en- 
tained by the apoſtles. They exprelsly looſe 
O 2 9 hs 
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the Gentiles from any obligation to keep the 
taw of Moſes; and only enjoin them to obſerve 
Jaws which were in force long defore the Sinai 
ſyſtem had an exiſtence. 

3dly, Suppoſing what James ſays in v. 21, 
to be the reaſon for making this decree, it will 
by no means follow that the obligation of the 
decree was temporary, or only intended to con- 
tinue in force till Jeruſalem was deſtroyed. Had 
this been intended, James would have ſaid, let 
us oblige the Gentile converts to abſtain from 
things ſtrangled and from blood, becauſe Mo- 
ſes is preached and read in the temple every 
ſabbath day. In this cafe, ſoon as the temple 
was deſtroyed, the reaſon of this prohibition 
would have ceaſed: and the Gentiles might have 
eaten blood, when Moſes had none to read him 
in the temple. But ſince James ſays, that the 
decree is obligatory while Moſes has in every 
City them that preach him, being read in the 
Mra2gegres very ſabbath day; it is clear that 
this decree is in as much force as ever, ſince 
Moſes in every city, where the Jews reſide, has 
chem that preach and read him in the ſyna— 
gogues, with the utmoſt punQuality, every ſab- 


path day: and ſurely we have as much reaſon, 
to 


_ 
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to abſtain from giving offence to the Jews as e- 


ver. — Thus, if we ſhould even admit the blood- 


eaters? ſenſe of this text, the inference they de- 


duce from it in favour of blood-eating is wild, 


abſurd and inconcluſive. 
It is argued farther, that Paul himſelf makes 
eating meats offered to idols a matter of indiffer- 


ency, 1. Cor. x. 25, 26, 27. as he allows chri- 


ſtians to eat meats offered to idols, when in- 


vited to a feaſt in au unbeliever's houſe, making 


no queſtion ſor conſcience? ſake; only in caſe. 


he was informed that the meat ſet. before him 
had been offered to.idols, he is adviſed to ab- 


ſtain from it, leſt he ſhould offend a weak bro- 
ther. But this whole argument is founded on 
a miſtranſlation of the word Idolothytes, which 


does not mean meats that has been offered to. 
idols, and afterwards ſold in the. ſhambles as 


common fleſh, but idol- ſacrifices, all of which 
were eaten in the temple of the idol: in which 
calc eating idolothytes was an act of worſhip 
performed to the idol in his temple ; whereas 
ea ing the ſame fleſh when it had been expoſed 
in the ſhambles as common fleſh, could not in- 
ſer the leaſt veneration for the idol, being eaten 
2s a common thing. Thus Paul condemns 

92 © eating: 
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eating fdolothytes in the ſtrongeſt terms, call. 
ing it idolatry and a partaking of the table of 
devils, v, 14, 21. of this chapter, becauſe it 
was an explicit act of idol-worthip : while he 
permits the” believers to eat the ſame fleſh, if 
ſold in the ſhambles, provided they did not give 
offence thereby to the weaker brethren. How 
wicked is it, then, to make Paul contradi& 
himſelf, while he ſpeaks in the moſt clear, ac- 

curate and conſiſtent manner 
That eating Idolothytes is an act of everlaſt- 
ing criminality is clear from Rev. ii. 14—24. 
There we find the Lord of the churches ex- 
prefling the higheſt indignation againſt the 
churches of Pergamos and Thyatira becauſe they 
fuffered ſome falſe brethren among them toteach 
the lawfullneſs of eating Idolothytes and of com- 
mitting fornication, Sure matters of ind iffer- 
ency could not merit ſuch dreadful puniſhment. 
I know that it is pleaded, that the prohibi- 
tion of eating meats offered to idols, whetbcr in 
fhe idol-temples, or in private houſes after the 
meat had been fold in the ſhambles, goes upon 
the ſame foot, even ſcandal and offence. In 
fupport of this opinion it is alledged, that the 
apoſtle (1 Cor. viii. 4—end) ſeems to ſuppoſe 
Dx that 
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that theſe who have knowledge“ that an idol 
« is nothing in the world, and that there is no 
Other God but one,” and ſo can eat without 
any religious reſpect to, or veneration for the 
idol, might without crimwiaality fit at meat e- 
ven in the idol's temple, were it not for fear of 
enſnaring or offending the conſciences of weak- 
er chriſtians, who have not ſuch enlarged de- 
grees of knowledge. —To ſet this matter in 
a clear light it is neceſſary to obſerve, that Paul 
is here replying to the arguments of a ſet of 
philoſophizing chriſtians in the church of Co- 
rinth, pretenders to ſuperior refinement in idea 
and ſentiment. Of this their liberal knowledge 
they boaſt, ver. 1. We know that we all 
« have knowledge.” Very well, fays Paul, but 
what avails knowledge without love? It only 
puffs up the poſſeſſor with a vain conceit of 
himſelf, while only he who loves God is ap- 
proved of him, v. 1, 2, 3. But with reſpect 
to idol-ſacrifices what do you know? Why, ſay 
they, we know that an idol is nothing, or is 
no divinity at all; and conſequently in eating 
meats offered to idols, we eat not with any re- 
lipious reſpect to the idol, but view it as com 
mon food, provided for us by the one God and 
Father 
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Father of all. In this caſe we are not guilty of 

idol-worſhip. To this Paul replies, —Every 
man has not this knowledge; but ſome weak. | 
er chriſtians, imagining that there is ſome in- | 
vilible ſpirit preſent. i:: the idol, eat it as a ſa- 
critice offered to that ſpirit, and ſo defile their . 
conſciences with the guilt of idolatry.—But,, 6 
reply theſe philoſophers, meats in themſelves ; 
can never recommend vs to God,. neither by N 
eating them nor by abſtaining from eating. f 
True, ſays Paul, but the circumitances of an 
action are to be taken into the account. With. 


out entering then at preſent into the merits 
of the queſtion, whether it be lawful for men 
of your liberal ideas to eat the ſacrifice of the 
idol even in his temple, I ſhall only ſay, take 
heed leſt by this liberty of yours, you lead 2 
weak brother into idoletry, by emboldening, 
him to partake of the idol-ſacriſice, while he is 
conſcious of ſome reſpect to the idol as the ve- 2 
hicle of ſome ſpirit. Thus by ſinning againſt I g 
the brethren, ye ſin againſt Chriſt. - N 

In this eighth chapter, then, it is evident that I, 
Paul reaſons againſt eating Idolothytes only on 
the foot of ſcandal and offence, and ſhews that 
even in this view no chriſtian could eat them YI in, 
. without Y 
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without fin. But this does not ſay that ſuch 
a practice was not unlawful in itſelf, or that 
Paul could produce no other argument againſt 
it. So far from this, he reſumes the ſubject in 
the tenth chapter, where he enters fully inte 
the merits of tte caufe, and demonſtrates the 


fallacy of the ſpecious arguments produced by 


the philoſophizers in the 8th chapter. There 
he proves in the ſtrongeſt light, that eating the 
ſacrifice of any God, whether real or pretended, 
is an expreſſion of fellowſhip with that God, 
and an acknowlegement of his divinity. Thus, 
v. 7. Iſrael were guilty of idolatry by eating the 
fcrifices of Baal-peor, even while they did not 
offer theſe ſacrifices. Again, in v. 16, 17. he 
news that we expreſs our communion or fellow- 
ſhip with Jeſus Chriſt by eating the bread and 
drinking the cup, which are to our faith the body 
and blood of Chriſt our facrifice, Eating the 
ſupper is feaſting on the ſacrifice of Calvary ; and 
ſo is the the higheſt expreſſion of our fellow- 
ſhip with the true God. In the fame manner, 
v. 18. Iſrael after the fleſh, by eating the ſa- 
crifice, were partakers of the altar. Hence he 
concludes from the cleareſt premiſes, that eat- 
ng the idol-ſacrifices is the ſtrongeſt expreſſion 

| | of 
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of holding communion with the idol, and con- 
ſcquently muſt be idolatry. © Wherefore, my 
„ dearly beloved, flee from idolatry.” Then he 
proceeds to demonſtrate the fallacy of the af. 
fertion, that an idol is nothing, and that what 
is offered to it is no facrifice, v. 19, 20. True, 
fays he, the ſtatue of wood, ſtone, Wc. is no 
animated being of any kind in itſelf, but the 


Gentiles imagine that fome inviſible ſpirit or: 


demon inhabits the ſtatue, and ſo when they 


offer ſacrifices before the ſtatue or ſhrine, they 


ſacrifice to demons and not to the true Gad. 


In this caſe, by eating the ſacrifice with them, 


which was always done in the temple, you have 


fellowſhip with demons or devils; a practice 


totally ſubverſive. of the profeſſion of chriſtia- 
nity, being the moſt expreſs act of idolatry. 
« Ye cannot be partakers of the Lords table, 
& and the table of devils.” 

From the 23d verſe to the end of the chap- 
ter, he proceeds to ſhew two caſes in which it 
is. lawful to eat things that have been ſacrificed 
to idols; firſt, when ſold in the public mercat 
as common meat; ſecondly, when preſented at 


a common entertainment in a private houſe, 


provided the chriſtian gueſt be not informed 
that 
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that it has been offered to idols. In caſe he 
has been informe ! of this circumitance, he muft 
not eat, for the ſake of his brother's conſcience. 

In the above view of Paul's reafoning, it is 
eaſy to ſee in what ſenſe eating Idolothytes is 
condemned in the apoſtolic decree, and why 
ſuch tremenduous judgments are threatened a- 
gainſt the churches of Pergamos and Thyatira 
for ſuftering any among them to teach the law- 
fulneſs of eating ſuch ſacrifices. To eat them 
in the temple of the idol is idolatry, and ſo me- 
rits the higheſt puniſhment. Whereas no ſuch 
charge can be laid againſt eating them at a com- 
mon mea] or when bought in the ſhambles. 
Thus Paul ſpeaks conſiſtently with himſe'f and 
with other ſcriptures : whereas the common in- 


terpretation, making it lawful to partake of the 
table of devils, provided it give no offence to 


the brethren, renders Paul's reaſoning nugato- 
ry, and inconſiſtent with other parts of ſcrip- 
ture, yea with common ſenſe. On this plan, a 


chriſtian may conſcientiouſly join in the idola- 
trous rites of the papiſts and pagans, provided 
he has ſenſe to know that the whole is a farce! 
Theſe Free-thinkers in the church of Corinth 
ſeem to have been much devoted to ſenſual gra- 
tifications, 
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tifications. Educated in the ſchool of Venus, 
who had a temple in that city, the common re. 
ſort for venereal purpoſes, they conſidered whore- 
dom as a matter of indifferency, as well as eat. 
ing facrifices in the temple of that idol. Thou- 
ſands of looſe women were maintained in the 
purlieus of the temple for the uſe of her ador- 
ers, who having ate the ſacrifice and ſung hymns 
in honour of the goddeſs, proceeded to the moſt 
direct act of her worſhip. Theſe practices, ſo 
agreeable to appetite, and ſanctified by cuſtom, 
were not eaſily abandoned. Theſe, however, 
were the chief objects of the apoſtolic decree at 
Jeruſalem z hence it became difficult to recon- 
cile theſe practices with the chriſtian profeſſion, 
Such chriſtians as determined to continue in 
fuch uſages applied to philoſophy, which fur- 
niſhed them with ſome maxims very convent 
ent for their purpoſe. © Meats-are for the bel- 
« ly, and the belly for meats ;” that is, God 
has ſuited the appetite to the enjoyment, and 
the enjoyment to the appetite ; conſequently 
there can be no harm in gratifying any natural 
appetite, fince God has made the one for the 
other. Such is the maxim refuted by Paul, 1 
Cor. vi. 12, 13, c. A maxim which they 

extended 


— 
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extended not only to Idolothytes but to whore- | 


dom. Theſe are the © all things” which they 


ſaid were lawful; all gratifications of the natural 


appetite, as is evident from the connexion. In 
the tenth chapter they apply this maxim to vin- 
dicate their eating Idolothytes, and in this ſixth 
chapter, to aſſert their liberty to commit forni- 


cation. The common interpretation puts this 
maxim, “ all things are lawful for me,” in the 


mouth of Paul, to vindicate his right to eat I- 
dolothytes even in the temple of-the idol, as an 


act not criminal in itſelf, but only ſo in caſe of its 
giving offence to others. If ſo, by a parity of 


reaſoning, he adopts it in chapter 6th that he 
may aflert his liberty to commit whoredom, as he 
is ſpeaking of that ſubject only in that chapter. 


The fact is, Paul only takes up theſe liber- 
tine principles that he may confute them. This 
he does not by oppoſing authority to them but 
reaſoning and exhortation. © I ſpeak as to 


* wiſe men; judge ye what I ſay.” Thus he 


oppoſes them, when employed to vindicate eat- 


ing idol ſacrifices in the tenth chapter: thus 
alſo when uſed to ſubſerve the purpoſes of for- 
nication in chapter vi. Taking it for granted, 
ſays he, for the ſake of argument, that all things 

P are 
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are law ful, yet it is evident that things law. 
ful to be done are not in every caſe expe- 
dient: and with reſpect to your favourite maxim 
meats for the belly, and the belly for meats,” 
mis cannot extend to vindicate whoredom. The 
body is purchaſed by the Lord, and ſo ought 
to be ſubject to the rules he preſcribes for it, 
Dur ſpirit is already joined to the Lord, fo as 
to be one with him: and although the belly, 
the ſeat of appetite, muſt be deſtroyed in the 
grave with the meats which ſupport it, yet the 
radical prineiples of the body ſhall be raiſed up 
in ſhape and qualities like Chriſt's moſt glori- 
dus body. Thus the body in all its members 
is made for the Lord, or deſtined for his ſer- 
vice here as inſtruments of righteouſneſs, and 
to be conformed to his own body in a coming 
Nate, 'The Lord is alſo for the body, as the 
Pattern or model is formed for the thing to be 
formed upon it. He will raiſe up the body, ſhape 
1, and ſupport it by that energy, whereby he 
is able to ſubdue all things to himſelf. 

But it is farther argued, that this decree of 
the apoſtles is of the ſame kind with the advice 
given by James to Paul, recorded in Acts, xxb 
20. 26. viz, tbat he ſhould take a vow on him, 

purity 
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parify limſclf aud ſhave his head according to 
tie law; that the believing Jews might ize that 
he walked orderly and kept the law, —Let us 
compare theſe two caſes and ſee whether they 
have any analogy to one another. The apoſ- 
tolic decree was written and a copy of it given 
to every church, as obligatory upon all : whereas 
this advice of James to Paul was only given to 
one man, and he a Jew, while at the ſame time 
it is declared not to be binding on the Gentiles 
at all, v. 25. © As touching the Gentiles who 
© believe, we have written and concluded, that 
they ſhould obſerve no ſuch thing.” By this 
we are certain it is not a law of Chriſt, elſe the 
be eving Sentile muſt have obſerved it as well 
as che J. Again, this advice was only to be 
od;erved on a particular occaſion, and that in 
Jeruſalem only; whereas the decree is declared 
binding on all chriſtians in every place, and on 
every occaſion, So that it is Impeſible to find 
tae moſt diſtant analogy between the apoſtolic 
dceree and the advice under review. 

It is argued again, that this decree is not a 
law, as it is given in the form of advice, and 


not enforced by threatening in caſe of diſobedi- 


ence, But if this argument be concluſive, we 
WO {all 


— —ꝶ— =", St. th ad 


. _ —> = — 


152. An Enquiry into 

ſhall ſcarce find a law of Chriſt in all the new 
teſtament, as by far the greater part of his laws 
are delivered in the form of exhortations. He 
ſays, for inſtance, to the church in Laodicea 
«© I counjel thee to buy of me gold tried in the 
« fire, that thou mayeſt be rich.” This is an 
advice; but will any perſon ſay that it is not a 
law, or that we may reject it with impunity ? 
The truth is, the exhortatory form beſt ſuits 


the genius of the laws cf Jeſus. Love only can 


obey them; and love needs no threatenings to 
terrify it into obedience, | 
. Laftly, The advocates for blood-eating boaſt 
that their cauſe derives a very ſtrong ſupport 
from the epiſtles to the churches in Pergamos 
and Thyatira, Rev. ii. 14— 24. Theſe church- 
ee, fay they, are conden ned for ſuffering ſome 
members to teach the lawfulneſs of committing 
fornication and eating Idolothytes; but they 
are not condemned for teaching that things 
ſtrangled and blood may be lawfully eaten. 
Whence they conclude, that the obligation of 
this laſt part of the apoſtolic decree had ceaſed 
before the date of theſe epiſtles, elſe it would 
have been mentioned on this occaſion. To this 
[ ep No part of this decree would have been 

mentioned 


77. TG. A. at 
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mit oned on this occaſion, had not theſe 
churches acted contrary to it; nor could theſe 
churches be blamed but in fo far as they diſo- 
beyed the law. Ere this argument, then, can 
be of uſe to the blood-eaters, they mult prove 
that theſe churches taught the ſervants of 


Chriſt to eat things ſtrangled and blood. Could. 


they prove this, their argument would be in- 
vincible, as we do not find theſe churches re- 
proved ſor theſe practices. But as we have not 
the leaſt hint that any in theſe churches either 
taught or practiſed blood-eating, how could the 
Holy Spirit charge them with crimes, of which 
they were not guilty ? The truth is, motives of 
animal pleaſure might eaſily ſeduce men to cat 
Idolothytes and commit fornication z but it does 
not appear from any part of the hiſtory of the 
chriſtian church, that in fo early a period, or 
even long after, any perſon profeſſing chriſti- 
anity had got it into his head to lay himſelf on 
a level with dogs, wolves and cannibals by eat- 
ing blood. 

But what puts the matter beyond diſpute is, 
the whole of this decree is reinjoined in the- 
molt exprezs terms, and declared to be binding 
en the churches to the end of the world, in the! 

£3 epiltie 
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epiſtle to the church in Thyatira, Rev. ii. 24, 
25. The apoſtolic decree was called a burden 
when firſt made. Alluding to this Chriſt ſays 
« put upon you no other burden. But that 
e which you have already, hold faſt till I come.” 
Now it will be allowed, that this church muſt 


have been poſſeſſed of a copy of the decree un- 


der review, as a copy of it was ſent to every 


church; nor is there one ſingle article in that 


decree reverſed here, but the whole declared 
to be in force till Jeſus come again. 


Thus I have weighed all the arguments, and 


even the ſhadows of argument, produced in 
favour of blood-eating, in the balance of the 
ſanctuary and have found them wanting. I 
ſhall only add on this head, that it appears ſur- 
prizing, that men ſhould have taken ſo much 
pains in wreſting the ſcripture to ſupport a prac- 


tice, ſo beaſtly in itſelf, and ſo expreſsly pro- 


hibited in the word of the living God. In the 


facred records, we no where read of blood be- 


ing given to any but as a pun'ſhment. The 
blood of Jezebel was given to the dogs as a pu- 


niſhment upon her for her wickedneſs; and 
blood is ſaid to be given to the mother of harlots 
for the ſame reaſon, Rev. xvi. 6, © give her 


* blood 
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« blood to drink, becauſe ſhe is worthy— 
Worthy, as ſhe firſt taught chriſtians to drink 
the blood of beaſts, and then drunk the blood 
of ſaints. | The blood-eaters may prove, if they 
can, that in any inſtance blood was given for 
food to any as a bleſſing. 

We ſhall now take a view of the ideas, con- 
cerning blood-eating, entertained by the hea- 
thens and primitive chriſtians, downward to the 
ninth century; and then ſee on what occaſion 
and by what authority, blood-eating came to 
be introduced among chriſtians, ſo called. 

As to the heathens, we have obſerved alrea- 
dy, they viewed the facrificiat blood as ſacred, 
and ſo proper only to be ufed in drink-offer- 
ings to their Gods. With reſpect to common 
blood, they never ſeem to have conſidered it as 
food, at leaſt during the period of ſacred hiſto- 
ry. The tradition from Noah, their common 
anceſtor, ſeems in general to have been religi- 
ouſly obſerved, in this reſpect: and what is no- 
ticeable, according to the ſcripture-idea, they 
gave blood to criminals, chiefly bulls? blood, 
to drink, by which they died. In Prideaux's 
conneftions, we have a variety of inſtances of 
that kind, Some ſuicides, alſo, put an end to 

„ their 
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their life by the ſame means. Sometimes, they 
drunk the blood of their enemies, not as food, 
but as an expreſſion cf their higheſt indignati- 
on agamit them, and with a view to pierce the 
hearts of their ſurviving ſriends with the moſt 


poignant ſenſations of grief and rage. This was 


only done, howbeit, on ſome very particular 
occaſions. 

But it imports us more to kewl What ideas 
chriſtians entertained on this point, during the 
firſt ages of chriſtianity. Nor are we at any 
Joſs to obtain full information on this head. 

Fuſtin Martyr, who became a chriſtian a lit- 


tle more than thirty years after the death of the 


apoſtle John, and wrote his dialogue with Try- 
Abe, A. D. 151. has theſe words; “ For that 
« righteous Noah was permitted by God to cat 
« of every animal, excepting fleſh 20. the blood, 
* which is ſuffocated or ſtrangled, you have an 
« account given you by Moſes in the book of 
« Geneſis.” 

Clemens Atexandrinus, in his Ad A. 
D. 193. ſays © it is not lawful for men to touch 
*« blood.” And again, It is ridiculous to ſup» 


poſe that the ſaying of St Paul, about what is 


 « fol 


h 
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« ſold in the a is a repeal of the apoſto- 
« lical canon.” 

Again, the apsftolical canons were written be- 
ſore A. D. 200. and in that book we find it de- 
creed, that If any biſhop or preſbyter, or dea- 
« con, ſhall eat fleſh with the blood of its life, or 


« that is torn by beaſts, or which ded of itfelf, 


© let him be deprived : but if it be one of the 
© Jaity, let him be ſuſpended from communion.” 
Minucius Felix, in his Octauius, written A. 
D. 213. ſays, © But for us Chriſtians, as we 
„think it unlawful to be ſpectators of your 
« bloody fights, ſo cannot we endure to hear 
«of them; and we have ſo much averſion to 
human blood that we do not ſo much as taſte 
« of the fleſh of beaſts, if we know there is any 
thing of blood in it.“ 

Moreover, Euſebius (Eceleſ. Hiſt. B. 5. c. I.) 
recites a ſaying of Biblias the martyr thus: 
« How ſhould perſons eat little children, for 
* whom it is unlawful to eat the blood even 


of irrational creatures?“ 


Tertullian wrote his apologetic before A. D. 
200. and from him we have theſe words 


For ſhame, therefore, bluſh when you meet 
% Chriſtian, who will not endure a drop ot 
«the 
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the blood. of auy animal among his victuals, 
« and therefore, for fear any fhould be lodged 
«among the entrails, we abſtain from things 
«ſtrangled, and. ſuch as die of themſelves.— 
« Among other experiments for the difcovery 
"of chriſtians, this is one, to preſent them 
«with blopd-puddings, as very well knowing 
ur opinion about the unlawfulneſs of eating 
blood. This, I ſay, is a ſtambling block and 
9 ffence you lay in the way of chriſtians; and 
«what a ſtrange thing is It, that you who 
*%.know well that the chriſtians are ſo religi- 
ouſly averſe to the blood of beaſts, ſhould 
imagine them ſo ſharp ſet upon the blood of 
« men!“ 1 

From theſe teſtimonies of the above quoted 
venerable writers, we find not only what was 
the view they themſelves had of blood- eating, 


but the univerſal opinion of all chriſtians; a- 


mong whom the perpetual obligation of the a- 
poſtolic decree againſt blood- eating was held as 
an indiſputable article of faith. A religious a- 
verſion to blood was conſidered by the heathen, 
as charaCteriſtical of a chriſtian. | 
I might have adduced a number of other te- 
ſtimonies equally reſpectable z ſuch as that of 
Origen 
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ſhipped this unſightly idol, ſome doubted, cal- 
ling in queſtion his divine original. Theſe, a- 
mong other arguments, produced that of the 


law againſt eating animal blood. If, ſaid they, 


the cup in the Lord's ſupper be filled with the 


literal or real blood of Jeſus Chriſt, we are for- 


bidden to drink of it, by the law of God pro- 
hibiting blood. To get rid of this troubleſome 
argument, the Pope was obliged to change a 
ſtanding law of God into a temporary expedi- 
ent; and thus exalting himſelf above all that 


is called God, pronounced that lawful, which 


God has in all ages declared unlawful, and a- 
gainſt which he has denounced the moſt tre- 
'Thus blood-eating 


menduous threatenings. 


came into faſhion among chriſtians, or rather . 


antichriſtians. The ſame authority, which for- 
bade men to eat meats, which God created to 
be received, commanded them to eat what God 
has not created to be received at all. This is 


the ſole authority any one has for eating blood. 
If any man think it a good one let him obey. 


it. Chriſtians know no ſuch authority. 
But as -God has poured wiſdom, goodneſs 
and beauty over all his works, I have no idea 


of a divine law dictated by pure ſovereignty or 


arbitrary 
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Origen in his book againſt Cel/us, written, A: 
D. 249. of the council of G::7rea, and that 
of Orleans, A. D. 538. The tixth general 
council in Trulla, A. D. 683. Nay, even one 
down in the dark age of Louis the pious, A. 
D. 8 6.“ All of theſe concur in eſtabliſhing 
the idea of the perpetual obligation of the law 
againſt blood-eating. 

Theſe things conſidered, it may be aſked 
with aſtoniſhment, By what authority do chri- 
ſtians cat blood, and who gave them ſuch au- 
thority ? To this I reply, by the ſole authority 
of the church of Rome, the mother of harlots 
and of all the abominations of the earth An au- 
thority, which, for many long and dark ages, 
challenged the obedience of all chriſtendom, 
and which ſtill, by a ſeeret but powerful influ- 
ence, enthralls the minds of proteſtants tbem- 
ſelves. Tranſubſtantiation, the monſtruous pro- 
duction of the eighth century, nurtured by the 
care, and ſupported by the authority of the all- 
deceiving ſee, came by degrees to be received 
into the creed of mankind as an article of di- 
vine faith. Meantime, while the many wor- 

ſkipped 

* So late as A. D. 976 a body of Engliſh canons con- 
tains ſtrong injunctions vpon all chriſtians to adſtain from 
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arbitrary power. The univerial Lord is wiſe 
and good; and: every thing that comes forth 
ſrom the Lord of Hoſts wears obvious traces of 
wiſdom and love. Let us apply this obſer vati- 
on to the law before us, that we may ſee how 
far it can prove itſelf the * of a wiſe and 
benevolent principle. — 7 

1ſt, When love dictates a law; ho 8 an | 
be calculated to promote the happineſs of the 
ſubject, ſince love ſeeketh not her own; but 
her neighbour's good. Such. is the law prohi- 
biting blood. The more minutely pliiloſo- 
phy has examined the conſtituent principles of 
blood, the more fully is ſhe convinced that it 
is not only improper, but a dangerous food for 
man. It is allowed to contain very little nou- 
riihment—it is exceedingly: ſubject to putreſ 
ceney, as daily experience proves. Scarcely is” 
it extravaſated and expoſed: to the air, but it“ 
aſſumes obvious ſymptoms of putridity. Hence“ 
wolves, foxes, Sc. more ſagacious than human 
blood-caters; ſuck: it from the veins! of the an- 
mal. Expoſe it a fhort time to the inffu- 
ence of the air, ant the moſt voracions brute 
will refuſe to. taſte it. Finally; blood is the ſeat * 
and organ of almoſtievery'ſpevies:of animal. dif. 
Q_ eaſe. 
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caſe, Inflammation and putridity are the ſeeds 
of diſeaſe : and theſe have not only their origin 
in the blood, but are often concealed and ſe- 
cretly working in that fluid, long ere the diſ- 
eaſe itſelf gives viſible ſymptoms of its exif ence 
in the ſyſtem. Had we juſt views of the mat- 
ter, then, we would not only forbear to. eat 
blood, but we would give God thanks for ma- 
nifeſting his love to us in prohibiting a morſel 
ſo dangerous to the health of man. 
2dly, This law is alſo the reſult of that wiſ- 
dom, which ſhines in every part of the divine 
plan, framing the whole in perfect harmony; 
adapting every thing to every thing. None of 
the milder animals eat blood: none but the moſt 
ferocious, ſavage and artful brutes, as wolves, 
foxes, dogs, live on this aliment. Humanity 
is the characteriſtic of man. How improper, 
then, would it have been to have commanded 
er even permitted man to act as a brother to 
hons, foxes, dogs and wolves, the moſt feroci- 
ous of the brutal world ! Such a law, indeed 
becomes the papal power, the monſter © drunk 
* with the blood of the ſaints ;” but it cannot 
come forth from the Lord of Hoſts, who is 
wonderful in council, and gogd to all.” —A- 
| gain, 


\ 


the Lawfulneſs of Eating Blood. 183 
gain, God alone is Lord of life: the beſtowal 
and ſupport of it is wholly in his hand. It was 
certainly proper, then, that this idea ſhould be 
kept alive in the mind cf man by forbidding 
him the uſe of blood, which is the life, leſt he 
ſhould forget his dependance on God for ſo im- 


portant a bleſſing, Life is the foundation of 
all enjoyment. Hence to acknowledge God as 
the abſclute proprietor of life is to own him as 
the author of all that either ſuſtains or makes 
it happy.— Finally, the propriety of this law 


will appear, if we conſider, that to partake of 


the blood is a ſymbol of our oneneſs with the 


creature, of whoſe blood we partake. We are 


commanded now to drink the blood of the fon 
of God, Why? Becauſe we are one body with 
bim, living in his lite, united to him as mem- 
bers of his body. Now all the members of the 
fame body muſt hare a right to partake of the 
blood i. e. the life of that body. This is fine- 
ly expreſſed in the ſupper of our Lord. There 
we drink the blood of the ſon of God, as an 
expreſſion of our living in his life, and of our 
being members of his body. In this view, to 
eat the blood of a brute is a ſymbol of our uni- 
on*with that brute ; an expreſſion of our living 
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its life, as of the ſame ſpirit and temper with 
it. The life, diſpoſition and temper of the a- 
nimal is not in the fleſli but in the blood. Hence 
there is no impropriety in the law allowing us 
to eat fleſh, which we poſſeſs in common with 
every other animal: but till we be one body 
_ and one ſpirit with the brute, it muit be the 
-higheſt abſurdity to live oa the brute's life by 
participating of its blood, 

Thus we have ſeen that the law againſt 
blood-eating, founded upon an eternal reaſon, 
ſtands immoveable as the covenant of the day 
and night, of which it is a part. It is a law of 
gratitude founded upon a free grant or promiſe 
ol benefits, which ſtands firm while the ſun 
and moon endure. None of theſe promiſes 
given in the charter to Noah have failed. The 
ſeaſons regularly interchange; mankind increaſe 
and multiply; vegetable and animal food are 
till provided; the bow is {till ſeen in the cloud, 
nor has the earth been again deluged with wa- 
ter, although the imagination of man's heart be 
evil continually. Nor has God failed to require 
the blood of our lives at the hand of the ſhed- 
der: at the hand of every beaſt, Exod. xxi. 28. 


at the hand cf every man, Deut. xix. 11, 1%: 
; In 
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In all ages, the blood of the ſlayer is the ran- 
ſom of the life or blood of the flain. Thus 
the promiſe has been literally fulfilled. It is. 
alto myſtically accompliſhed, in all the ſacrifi- 
ces of divine appointment. While the law 
ſtood, the blood of beaſts muſt make atone- 
ment for our ſouls: at the hand of every ſacri- 
ficial beaſt he required it; till he, who is “ e- 
« very man's brother,” appeared, even Jeſus 
Chritt, at whoſe hand the full ranſom of our 
ſculs has been required. By him, too, the firſt 
ſhedder of man's blood, even the devil, the 
murderer from the beginning, has had his 
blood ſhed. This author of murder ſhall be 
d.ttroyed out of the kingdom of God, by the 
power of the croſs of Chriſt, who came to de- 
ſtroy him that had the power of death, even 
the devil.— Thus all the grace, and all the pro- 
miſes conveyed by this charter ſtand for ever 
who, then, {hall reverſe the law of gratitude 


founded upon them? 


I have already obſerved, That facrifical biooc 
was forbidden to men, becauſe it is the atone- 
ment. This law ceaſed of itſelf with the Mo- 


faic diſpenſation, for a very obvious reaſon, as 


the blood of beaſts then ceaſed to be the atong- 
Q 3 ment, 
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ment. 80 far then, as this law reſpected the 
blood of beaſts it muſt have ceaſed with the 
reaſon on which it was founded. The blood 
of beaſts now is wholly common; and is to be 
abſtained from only becauſe it is the life. Vet 
it muſt be carefully obſerved here, that we have 
till our atonement by the blood of Jeſus, and 
"the law prohibiting ſacrifical blood, fo far as it 
reſpects that of Jeſus, is ſtill in force. Blood 
is {till the atonement and therefore muſt be ab- 
Ftained from ſtill. 
Tznis afſertion may ſeem liable to objection, 
ſince Jeſus our atonement ſays expreſsly, “ Ex- 
+4 cept ye eat the fleth of the ſon of man, and 
'«-drink his blood, ye have no life in you.“ 
"Here he enjoins the drinking of his blood as 
' effentially neceſſary to our eternal life. Is not 
this a reverſal of the law prohibiting the uſe of 
the atoneing blood? This objection merits par- 
"ticular attention. | 

To have juſt ideas of this matter it is ne- 
ceffary to obſerve, That in the conſtitution 
of grace, revealed at the introduction of fin, 
two kinds of blood were appointed as ſym- 
dols of the blood of Jeſus; namely, the blood 
of the facrifical animals, as of bulls and goats, 

= 324 | and 
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zn4 the blood of the grape. Yet though both 
theſe were types of the ſame thing at the bot- 
tom, a little cloſer attention will convince us 
that they did not prefigure the blood of our ſa- 
crilice, in the ſame reſpect. Ihe former was 
a ſigure of that blood, which Jeſus ſhed on 
Calvary to make atonemert tor fin; the blood 


or Lfe which be received from old Adam, even 


animal blood, or what we may call the blood 
of his mortality. This wes a blood which he 
had in common with his brethren of mankind; 
a life which he could lay down or loſe for our 
ſakes. Of this blood that of the facrifical ani- 
mals was a juſt figure; as, 1ſt, it was ſhed for 
the remiſſion of ſin; 2dly, ſhed by the prieſt ; 
zdly, atonement was made by it; ꝗthly, It was 
poured at the bottom of the altar, as Chriſt's 
at the foot of the croſs; and, finally, was not 


to be eaten as if it had been a common thing. 


From this laſt circumſtance, it is eaſy to ſee, 
that, if it be lawful for us row to drink the 


blood of Jeſus, then the ſacrifical blood under 


the law was not a type of the blood of Jeſus at 


all, as it was expreſsly forbid to be eaten. Nor 


is there any way of getting rid of this difficulty, 
but by obſerving that we are no where com- 
manded 
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manded to drink the animal blood of Jeſus at 
all. The law of God has prohibited the drink- 
ing of any animal blood whatever, and to drink 
the blood of Jelus literally, or that blood which 
run in his animal-veins, were it poſſible, would 
be as unlawful and hurtful as to drink the blood 
of any other animal. We have no occaſion for 
his mortal life ; we have it already, He par- 
took of our fleſh and blood, that we might 
partake with him in a far higher ſpecies of lite; 
that we might imbibe the lite of his immorta- 
lity. 

We may then let them keep the an mal blood 
of our ſacrifice, who have it already. The Jews 
faid © Let his blood be upon us and our chil- 
« dren;” and it is on them according to their 
with. The papiſts drink it in the cup of the 
maſs, and drink judgment to themſclves, by 
treſpaſſing againſt the expreſs commandment 
of the Holy Ghoſt, prohibiting the uſe of an#- 
mal blood, in this ſenſe of the blood of our 
ſacrifice, no man can nor dare drink it but he 
-ſhall be cut off from among the people of God. 

But the caſe was, and ſtill is, very different 
with reſpect to the blood of the, grape. That 
in was a ſymbol of the blood 6. Jeſus is clear 
i from 
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from John xv. 1. I am the true vine,” or 
the truth, of which the vine in its blood was but 
a ſhadow: It is fo ſtill; as is evident from its 
uſe in the fapper of our Lord ; wherein the 
wine in the cup-ts called ſymbolically, The new 
teſtament in bis blood, or the blood of the 
new teſtament. "The blood of the grape how- 
ever, is not a figure of the mortal life or ant- 
mal blood of Chriſt, but of his reſurrection- 
Life, or of that life he was poſſeſſed of when 
quickened by the ſpirit, after he had been put 
to death in the fleſh. This is a blood or life of 
immortality, altogether different from the life 
he derived from the old Adam, as it is not ſub- 
jet to mortality, communicating unmortality 
even to his very body. Now he dieth no more ; 
death hath no more dominion over him. 
This is the blood of Jeſus, which we drink 
in the facred cup of the ſupper; for it is the 
blood or cup which he ſaid, (Matt. xxvi. 29, 
he would © drink new with his diſciples in his 
« Father's K gdom.“ That the blood of the 
vine was a fymbol of it, or the vehicle for con- 
veying it, he intimated at the fame time, when 
he calls the life or happineſs he now enjoys at 
ine Father's right hand the fruit of the “ vine: 
| | The 
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1 ne cup expreſſive of his reſurrection-life and 
joy was not filled with the blood of bulls or 
goats but with the blood of the grape. 

This blood of the grape has honours ſuperior 
to thoſe of the blood of animals. It was given 
to man even in paradiſe itſelf, before ſin enter- 
ed, where it ſtood as a type of the tree of eter- 
nal life, in the midſt of the paradiſe of God. 
This honour it had before ſacrifical blood was 
a type at all. It was, alſo, drunk in all the 
drink-offerings of believers, from the time of 
the inſtitution of facrificature, and will continue 
to be ſo till Jeſus come the ſecond time : where- 
as the ſacrifical blood was never allowed to be 
drunk at all, becauſe it was the ſymbol of the 

mortai inc, which had the curſe of the law 
upon it; of which curſe the new man, the be- 
liever never ſhal! taſte. 8 

The propriety of appointing the blood of the 
grape, as the ſymbol of the reſurrection- life of 
Jeſus is very ſtriking, Unlike the blood of a. 
nimals, of all fluids the moſt ſubject to putreſ- 
cency, the blood of the grape is capable of be- 
ing loag preſerved from corruption, and is the 
beſt antidote to putridity in all the vegetable 
Kingdom. Belides, it couveys lite, ſpirit, vigor, 
107 
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joy and exhilaration to man, or in the ſacred 
language © wine chears the heart of man,” yea 
of God himſelf, (Judges. ix. 13.) being uſed 
in the drink-offerings of God; whereas every 
creature, fed by animal blood is gloomy, malig- 
nant and joyleſs. How fine a figure, then, is 
the blood of the grape of the blood of Chriſt 
as raiſed from the dead to incorrupticn, light, 
vigor, joy and immortality | | 

Of this blood we drink literally in the ſacred 
ſervice of the Lord's Supper. There we really 
drink the blood of the grape with our mouth, 
and our faith no leſs really drinks or imbibes 
the reſurrection- life, joy, ſtrength and immor- 
tality of the Son of God, through its inſtituted 
This is the 
wine, we drink new with him in his father's 
kingdom. He, who drinketh not this blood of 
me Son of God, has no life in him. | 

This blood of the grape has been uſed in the 
fame manner, in the ſacred ſervicesof the church 
of God, in all ages. It was uſed in the drink- 
offerings of the law, and that always after the 
atonement had been made, by the ſacrifice of 
the burnt-offering or ſin- offering: and it is uſ- 
ed in the cup of the goſpel after the atoneing 
ſacrifice 


ſymbol and vehicle of conveyance. 
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Cacrifice of Jeſus, in commemoration of that 
great event. The drink-offerings of old were 
ways offered in the faith of remiſſion of fin.. 
and a right to life, obtained. by the atonement 
xreviouſly made: and do we not ſtill drink the. 
cup of the new teſtament in the faith of the re- 
miflion of our ſins, and of our title to life eter- 
nal, through the atonement in the ſacrifice . 
of Jeſus? This is truly the cup of bleſſing: 
it, is to believers the communion of the blood 
of Chriſt ! This is the blood of which chriſtians 
martake by divine authority; while they leave 
he blood of beaſts to beaſts and the “ worſhip- 
© pers of the beaſt”—that beaſt, who has to- 
tally changed the law of God concerning blood; 
com manding chriſtians to eat. the blood of beaſts, 
* hich God prohibited; and. forbidding them. 
the cup of the blood of the new teſtament, of 


which Chriſt ſaid to his diſciples © drink. ye all: 
6 of 1 Fg | | 


